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of Mohammedan law, holding, on the authority of the case of Hi 
v. Hyde and Woodmansee (14 W. R. 517, L. R. 1 P. & D. 517 
where Lord Penzance held that the court could not take cognizance 





| of a Mormon ceremony of marriage—that the fact that the 


| applicant’s marriage was a monogamous contract was fatal to its 


THERE was a heavy list of cases set down to be heard before the 
Vacation Judge on Wednesday, the 19th inst., and, notwithstand- | 
ing that, for various reasons, a large number of these were post- 





several made on ex parte applications. 





Ir 1s unDzRstToop that Mr. Justice Maruew will undertake so | 
much of the Vacation work as remains when Mr. Justice Surra 
leaves for his holiday, which will probably take place soon after | 
the 16th of September. 





In ANOTHER CoLUMN we print a communication from two well- | 
known country solicitors relative toa matter which must have proved | 
troublesome to many of our readers—namely, the practice of 
requiring purchasers to pay the cost of producing deeds in the | 
hands of the vendor’s mortgagees. We shall take an early oppor- | 
tunity of discussing this subject. , 

ee | 


Ir was Atmost a matter of course that the post of Chairman of 
the Bar Committee, which was so ably filled by the present Lord | 
Chancellor, should be conferred upon Sir Henry James. Leaders | 
of the bar who have been law officers have been always looked | 
upon as the most eligible representatives and custodians of the 


| ease Sir Grorcr JEssEL 


validity according to English law. He accordingly held, for the 
purpose of the motion before him, that the applicant’s children 
were illegitimate, and this gave rise to the question of the mother’s 
prima facie right of guardianship. As to this point, Reg. v. Nash 


|'(31 W. R. 420, L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 454) had been relied upon in 
_ support of the application, but an application for a writ of habeas 
corpus stood upon a different footing from a motion for an 
_ application to the ano Division for 


guardianship, and in that 
ad stated that the question must be 
determined according to equitable rules. The court had, therefore, 
a discretion to consider the worldly interests of the children from 
every point of view, and the mother had no preferential right of 
guardianship. It should be added that the Nawab had by his will 
appointed English guardians, but directed the children to be 
educated according to the Mohammedan faith, and the guardians so 
far acceded to the mother’s wishes as to undertake that the 
daughters should not be married before attaining maturity. 





Tuer Leet EFrEcT of a decree for judicial separation, as distin- 
guished from a decree for dissolution of marriage, upon settlements 
and other instruments has on several oceasions given rise to a dis- 
cussion. It will be remembered that section 25 of the Di 
Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85), provides that, during the con- 
tinuance of a judicial separation after decree the wife shall be 
‘considered as a feme sole with respect to 


: 


of 
interests of the profession. The office of Chairman of the Bar Com- | description which she may acquire or which may come te or 


mitee thus becomes analogous to the Scotch office of Dean of the | 
Faculty of Advocates, in which position, upon the change of | 
administration, Mr. Batrovr has just succeeded Mr. Macpona.p. 


| divorced, no longer a wife and yet not an unmarried woman ” ; 





Tue case or Ker v. Williams, which was recently before 
the Court of Appeal, calls to remembrance an old rule of the | 
Court of Chancery which has not been perpetuated in the Rules 
of the Supreme Court. Ord. 36, r. 32, provides that “if when 
a trial is called on the defendant appears, and the plaintiff does 
not appear, the defendant, if he has no counter-claim, shall be 
entitled to judgment dismissing the,action.”” The old rule, which 
was No. 13 of the 23rd of the Consolidated Orders, ran as follows: 
“Tf the cause is called on to be heard, and the plaintiff makes 
default, by reason whereof the bill is dismissed, such dismissal, 
unless the court shall otherwise direct, shall be equivalent to a 
dismissal on the merits, and may be pleaded in bar to another suit for 


the same matter.” The words in italics, which are omitted, might | plaintiff a feme sole with respect to 


have been very reasonably retained, and had this been the case the 
Court of fu would probably never have been troubled with 
Ker vy. Williams. 


Ir 1s Nor orren that a judgo of the Chancery Division has to 


deal with a case involving a question of Mohammedan marriage | 


law, such as was raised when the case of Jn re Ullee—which is 
noted in another page—came before Mr. Justice Currry. The 
applicant, an Englishwoman, who had in 1870 gone through a 
ceremony of marriage, aceording to the rites of Mohammedan law, 
with the lato Nuwab Nazim, of Bengal, applied for the guardian. 
ship of hor four children by the Nawab. The latter had several 
wives in India when he married tho applicant, who left him in 
1880 in consequence of his marrying another Englishwoman, ‘The 
learned judge avoided the necessity of dealing with the question 


devolve upon her.” In Munt v. Glynes (20 W. R. 823), Lerd 
Romuriry described the position of a wife after a decree of judicial 
separation as ‘‘ anomalous . . she is at once divorced and 


lin 


he held that a wife who, after a judicial separation, had 
entitled to a legacy for her separate use, without 


pation, her feceipt to be a discharge, was entitled to payment of 
the legacy as if she were a feme sole. In the recent case af Dawes 


v. Creyke (33 W. R. 869) a question was raised as to 
a decree of judicial separation upon a covenant i 
settlement to bring into settlement property acquired 
«during the said intended coverture.” After the judi 

tion the wife became entitled, under the marriage settlement, 
and codicil, of her grandfather to a fand amounti 

| £650, which was transferred into the names of the af 

| settlement. In an action by the wife against the husband 

| trustees, Bacon, V.C., held that, since the te had rendered 

all property comi 

‘the covenant in the settlement had become inoperative, 

\ therefore she was entitled to have the fand deri 
grandfather paid over te her, with a declaration 
to her for her separate use. 
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| Tur parrres to the ceremony of 2 which was 
"performed at a suburban church by a “servant,” whe 
been committed for trial for falsely representing himself 
clerk in holy onlers, may be satisfied as to the validity 


marriage, Ry the common law of England, : 

} be validly ovlebrated except by a priest wm Sesge <9 
requirement is recogniaed by 4 Gea. 4, a 7 
| renders a marriage solemnized by a person net 


_ void only where de¢2 parties are i 
person's Yoent of qualification. In pony 
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Cons. 280), Lord Srowett observed that “it seems to be a 
generally accredited opinion that, if a marriage is bad by the 
ministration of a person in the church who is not in holy orders, 
and is not known or suspected by the parties to be otherwise, such 
marriage shall be supported.” That was the case of a deception 
practised by one party upon the other, but, in delivering judgment 
in Reg. v. Millis (10 C. & F. 786), Lord Campbell puts, as a 
hypothesis, the very case which has just occurred —‘‘ What if the 
person who officiates as a priest, and is believed by the parties to 
be so, is no priest, and has never received orders of any kind?” 
and he mentions ‘‘the instance of a pseudo-parson who, about 
twenty years ago, officiated as curate of St. Martin’s-in-the-Field, 
and, during that time, married many couples,” on which occasion 
the Government were apparently so convinced that the marriages 
so solemnized were valid, that they deemed it unnecessary to 
introduce an Act of Parliament to give validity to them. Lord 
Campsett further said—‘‘That parties who have vowed eternal 
fidelity at the altar, and having gone through all the forms which 
the Church and State prescribe, have received the nuptial bene- 
diction from one whom they have every reason to believe was com- 
missioned to pronounce it . . . shouldrun the risk of finding that 
some years after, from the rector of the parish being imposed upon 
by a layman pretending to be a priest duly ordained, they are 
living in a state of concubinage, and that their children are 
bastards, is a supposition so monstrous that no one would venture 
to. lay down for law a doctrine which would lead to such con- 
sequences. . . A marriage by a layman may be good; there 
is a good marriage by a layman from the mistake of the parties, 
who thought that he was a priest with power to marry them.” 





A case which was tried a week of two ago before the Recorder of 
London seems likely to provide the Court for the Consideration of 
Crown Cases Reserved with someinteresting questions of criminal law. 
The prisoner had been employed as a broker to levy a distress for 
rent, and his deputy, while in possession, stole from a drawer 
28s. belonging to the tenant. The prisoner gave information of 
the robbery to the police, but afterwards signed a paper, under- 
taking that if the stolen money was returned he would not 

te the thief. The latter handed 25s. to the prisoner, who 
undertook that the prosecution should be dropped. He kept the 
money, but the thief was afterwards arrested and summarily con- 
victed. The present prosecution was for compounding the felony, 
and the prisoner’s counsel applied to the court to quash the indict- 
ment, on the ground that it did not contain the material allegation 
that the prisoner had not only compounded the felony, but had 
desisted from prosecuting it. Counsel further objected that the 
offence could be committed only by the owner of the stolen property, 
or at least by some person having an authority to prosecute, whereas 
the prisoner was not even a material witness. The recorder, 
Ww indicating an inclination to accede to the contention of the 
counsel for the defence, declined to quash the indictment, but 
directed a verdict of guilty, subject to a case being reserved. It 
is curious that the framers of the Criminal Law Consolidation Acts 
of 1861 should have been content to leave the offence of com- 
ing a felony to be dealt with by the common law, although 

the 24 & 25 Vict. c. 96, s. 101, deals with the cognate offence of 
taking money from a prosecutor under pretence or on account of 
helping him to the recovery of stolen property; and there 
is # strange dearth of authority on the subject. The offence 
was originally known as theft-bote, which is stated in Stephen’s 
Commentaries (Vol. iv. p. 272) to be committed, “where a 
patty robbed takes his goods again, or other amends, entering into 
am agreement not to prosecute.” There appears to have been 
some doult as to the question whether the desisting from further 
prosecution is 2 material element in the offence. In Rez v. 
Btome (4 C. & P. 379) the owner of stolen property had received 
acum of for compounding the theft, but afterwards pro- 





prosecution, and Kosssaver, J., directed his | 


we, therefore, incline to the belief that the conviction cannot be 
upheld. There is also some doubt whether the accused could be 
prosecuted by the thief for obtaining money by false pretences, for 
Rex v. Goodhall (R. & R. 461) decides that to obtain money on a 


_promise to do an act which a person has no intention of doing is 


not an obtaining by means of false pretences, although, from the 
more recent case of Reg. v. Giles (L. & C. 502) it would seem that 
a promise to do a thing may so far involve a false pretence of 
power to do it as to constitute an indictable false pretence. 








RECENT DECISIONS AS TO DOMICILE. 


Cases involving questions as to domicile have, during the past legal 
year, been unusually plentiful. In Ex parte Cunningham (33 
W. R. 22, L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 418), the burden of proof as to a 
debtor’s domicile upon the presentation of a bankruptcy petition 
was considered by the Court of Appeal, and it was decided that the 
effect of section 6, sub-section 1 (d.), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
is to require a domicile in England, as distinguished from Scotland 
or Ireland. It was also laid down that the burden of proving the 
required English domicile is upon the petitioning creditor, and that 
the fact that an officer holding a commission in the British Army 
bears an English name does not create a presumption that his 
domicile is English. Paxton v. Macreight (33 W. R. 838) was 
another case raising a question as to the effect of military service 
upon the domicile. The father of the intestate, who had been a 
domiciled Englishman, became domiciled in Jersey. The intestate 
himself was for nine years up to the time of his death an officer in 
the British Army, and his service with his regiment in England 
and in other parts of the British dominions was relied upon as 
showing an abandonment of his father’s domicile of choice, and a 
resumption of the domicile of origin; but Pearson, J., held that 
the rule that a British subject does not lose his domicile upon 
entering the military service of the Crown is applicable to a 
domicile of choice as well as to a domicile of origin; and therefore, 
in the absence of evidence of an intention to change the domicile, 
he held that the intestate had continued to be domiciled in Jersey. 
In Patience v. Main (33 W. R. 500) a question arose as to whether 
an intestate had died domiciled in England or in Scotland. His 
domicile was Scotch, but during the last twenty-two years of his 
life he had never left England, living at hotels or lodgings in different 
towns. Chitty, J., after reviewing many English and Scotch 
authorities, held that the frequent changes of residence in England 
indicated such a “‘ fluctuating and unsettled mind” that he could 
not, without some more definite evidence of intention, hold that the 
deceased had abandoned his Scotch domicile of origin. In 
Bradford v. Young (33 W. R. 860, L. R. 29 Ch. D. 617) the 
Court of Appeal had to decide, with a view to the proper con- 
struction of a will, whether the testator’s domicile was English or 
Scotch. He was a domiciled Scotchman, but he acquired an 
English domicile, after which he spent the rest of his life in 
England, with the exception of a period of two years which he 
passed in France, there being evidence that he never intended to 
reside permanently in the latter country. He never manifested 
any intention of resuming his Scotch domicile, although the 
testamentary instrument which was admitted to probate by the 
Prerogative Court of Canterbury, after proof in solemn form, was 
drawn up in the Scotch form. Pearson, J., held (82 W. R. 901) 
that the testator had, when he went to France, abandoned his 
acquired English domicile, but the Court of Appeal held that this 
domicile was not put an end to by his temporary absence. It 
became unnecessary to decide another question which was 
incidentally raised—namely, whether the grant of probate in 
England was conclusive evidence that the testator’s domicile was 
English; but the court showed an inclination to answer the 
question in the negative, Lindley, L.J., observing that ‘there 
seems to be something pointing to show ” that it is not conclusive, 


ry om an indictment for compounding a felony; from which | while Fry, L.J., expressed an opinion that the grant of probate 


ing it would seem that allowing the thief to escape, and not the 


was only conclusive as to the appointment of executors, and that, 


taking money from him, is the essential element in the offence. | ‘as to the facts leading up to the decision,” it bound only the 
It is obvious that in the case now pending the prisoner could have | parties to the suit. 


no anthority or power to desist from prosecuting, or otherwise to 


The question as to the conclusivencss of the judgment of the 


“ eombrive aad intend” (in the words of the corm on law form of | Court of Probate with reference to the domicile of the testator 
indictment) “to pervert thy duc course of law and justice” ; ond } was, however, directly raised bofore the Court of Appeal in 
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De Mora v. Concha (33 W. R. 846, L. R. 29 Ch. D. 268). The 
question of domicile arose in an administration action, and a 
judgment of the Court of Probate, admitting the testator’s will to 
probate, was relied upon as conclusive upon the question of his 
English domicile. In the probate suit the executors had pro- 
pounded the will, alleging that the testator, whose domicile of 
origin was in Chili, had acquired an English domicile. The 
daughter of the testator, who was a party to the present adminis- 
tration suit, had pleaded that the testator had died domiciled in 
Chili, and that the will was not executed in a valid manner accord- 
ing to Chilian law. The court pronounced for the will, and the 
decree included a finding that the deceased had died domiciled in 
England. It was now contended that the judgment of the Probate 
Court was a judgment im rem, and that the issue of the tes- 
tator’s domicile was res judicata. The decision of the House of 
Lords in Whicker v. Hume (6 W. R. 813, 7 H. L. Cas. 124) was 
very fully considered. Lord Cranworth there laid down that the 
probate of a will proves nothing more than that it was testamen- 
tary according to the law of England; while Lord Wensleydale 
observed that probate was conclusive evidence of the title of the 
executor to the disposable personal property of the testator, and of 
execution in due form according to the law of his domicile. In 
delivering the unanimous judgment of the Court of Appeal, Bowen, 
L.J., pointed out that, since it was admitted that the will of a 
domiciled Chilian dying in England would be valid in Chili if it 
was executed in accordance with English law, the Court of Probate 
could arrive at a judgment im rem without adjudicating between 
the two domiciles. The finding as to the domicile was at the most 
only a judgment inter partes, and did not bind the residuary 
legatee, who was not a party to that suit. It was accordingly 
held that the judgment in the probate suit established only the 
due execution of the will according to the law of the testator’s 
domicile, wherever that was, and that the executors could not, by 
litigating the incidental question of domicile, estop the residuary 
legatee when claiming a part of the estate as being, under foreign 
law, outside the scope of the will. It does not appear that the 
dicta in De Mora v. Concha, which was decided before Bradford 
v. Young (Fry, L.J., having been a party to both judgments), were 
—— to the notice of the court during the argument of the 
atter case. 








THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


IlIL—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
NON-CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 


CoMPLETION. 


THE process which goes by this name ranges from the simple opera- 
tion of exchanging two parts of an agreement, or a lease for a 
counterpart, to the opposite extreme*of completing a purchase or 
mortgage of property held under numerous and complicated titles. 
In the one case, there may be only one point to be borne in mind, 
and in the other there may be a hundred; but to both alike and to 
all intermediate transactions one observation applies, which the 
solicitor who aims to do his work on right principles should alwa 
bear in mind—that, before completing any matter of business, he 
should thoroughly inform himeelf. of what has to be done, and should 
impress the need of this precaution upon any clerk to whom he may 
commit the task. 

Taking as an example the ordinary case of completing a purchase, 
it is surprising how many matters there are which require attention 
on either side, The vendor's solicitor has to direct his attention, for 
the most part, to satisfying the purchaser's requirements, his only 
active requirement being, perhaps, the very practical one of the 
payment of the purchase-money. ‘Thus he may: have to be prepared 
to hand over title deods; to produce receipts for rent, rates, and 
taxes, and calculate apportionments of them ; to deliver declarations 
of identity, or in proof of some other fact of title ; to give or procure 
from his client an authority to an auctioneer to hand over a deposit, 
and to tenants to pay rent in future to the purchaser; and to carry 
out any other express or implied pledge on his olient’s side, He oan 
only perform this duty effectively by methodical preparation before- 
hand, and, if he is wise, he will jot own in black and white notes of 
the various points which require to be attended to. So of the pur- 


chaser’s solicitor. His client’s needs will obviously be the converse 
of those of the vendor. What the one pa other receives ; 
what the one calls for, the other gives. of vigilance 
points, however, as a matter of comparison, to the 
He is paying his money, and must look to it to get that his 
bargain gives him, whether in deeds, receipts, authorities, or under- 
takings. 
Some practitioners snatch up their papers and go helter-skelter to 
a completion without previous preparation or reflection. The reason 
given would, in most cases, be pressure of business. Now, pressure 
of business implies a need of getting through the greatest ible 
amount of work in the smallest possible quantity of time. But does 
this mode of completing business save time? What solicitor who 
knows ayes of the — would say so for ° = t? To 
complete in a hurry means leaving necessary papers behind, omitting 
og documents signed, neglecting to make calculations, failing to 
some express undertaking or promise; and of this the 
inevitable result must be an abortive appointment, or a half-and- 
half completion arrived at by means of ae ye from the a 
solicitor undertakings to do afterwards sorts of things whi 
should have been done beforehand. It is important for the solicitor 
entering into practice to realize that haste and speed are not 
synonymes. 

Of the incidents of completion, none are, , 80 troublesome 
as the apportionment of outgoings. In the place, most clients 
are hopelessly unable to supply the necessary information on this head. 
They pay rates and taxes, for instance, as one of the necessary evils 
of existence, but usually destroy all pa that would throw any 
light as to the period over which the payment extends or give other 
needed information. Parochial and local authorities, again, seem to 
conspire with clients in excluding light from the solicitor. They 
make rates without any uniformity of period, or of rule as to the 
rate being prospective, ive, or both, and frequently use 
forms conveying no particular information except the no 
important fact tbat the collector receives pa t of rates at his 
office between twelve and one on Wi Between these 
various difficulties in hunting the matter down, there is often a 
failure at completion to be provided with the necesssry i i 
with the result of accepting an undertaking instead of performance, 
or coming to a temporary deadlock. For this the solicitor may or 
may not be responsible, according to circumstances, but he never 
should be. If his client cannot or will not give him needed infor- 
mation, the solicitor is not to blame; but, if he puts off his inquiries 
till the last, or does not make them at all, he cannot be acquitted, 
because it is his plain duty to ascertain all the material facts, if he 
can, and to allow himself a reasonable time for doing so. 

Method in such matters as a completion is, no doubt, to some 
extent, a question of natural disposition. Some solicitors are always 
punctual; some as invariably late. Some do their work with 
regularity and method; others do it in a perennial condition of 
muddle. Some have, and some have not, a natural aptitude 
mastering details. This only means, however, that it is more difficult 
to some solicitors than to others to perform particular duties, not 
that a slovenly, half-and-half of them can be justified 
or excused. It is vain to this to any who have long been in 
practice, because they will necessarily have formed habits admitting 
of no radical alteration, but the solicitor may surely lay to 
heart, with advantage, that there are certain duties which he may be 
called on to , and that the measure of efficiency im the 
performance of them should bear no relation whatever to that of his 
own natural inclination or aptitude. What he cannot do he 
must set himself to do with difficulty, but do it he should. Moreover 
the consequences of failure are not to be lost sight of. We remember 
an instance in which a young solicitor, who acquired a slovenly 
trick of leaving his papers about, lost a valuable client b i 
on a drawing-room chair a deed to which he had just obtai the 
client's execution, and afterwards going away without it. The client 
sternly reasoned that, if the young gentleman could not take care 
of important documents, he was not fit to be trusted with business. 
The judgment was a harsh one, but not devoid of logic or 
justice, and the incident taught that young solicitor an expensive 

ut valuable lesson. 

There is one feature attending completions of parchases which 
forms a fruitful subject for acrimonious disoussion—the payment of 
interest wean Cos ee on the Y data 
If, in this case, the property sold is producing mat, anc purchaser, 
according to the invariable usage, gets the benefit of that as a solace 
for the payment of interest on his purchase-money, he ix generally 
disposed to accept the latter burden with equanimity; bat if the 


f 


* 








interest represents an addition to his purchase-money with no sech 
countarveliing benefit, and his ry has been lying Wk, 
he generally gives his own solicitor a mannas qrartre of hewre 

submitting to the egaction, and his own solicitor in tarn feels it bis 
bounden duty to make a sham t of it with the other side, and 
with a great appearance of eo to write and utter many 
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valorous defiances, though he knows perfectly well what must be the | has agreed—and we venture to assume that the vast majority of 
inevitable termination of the fray. Of late years the stringency of | conveyancing solicitors will agree with us—that it is unreasonable 
the old common-form contract clause as to interest has been relaxed | and unfair to make the purchaser pay for the production of the deeds 
in practice in two respects. The rate of interest stipulated for is | held by the vendor’s mortgagee. 

generally, at least, one per cent. lower than used formerly to be the | The claimis entirely based upon a literal construction of the words 
case, and the purchaser is commonly relieved from the obligation | “not in the vendor’s possession” used in sub-section 6. But we 
where the delay in completion is referable to some wilful neglect or | contend that what is intended by these words is merely deeds and 
default on the part of the vendor. These abatements in the pur- documents not belonging to the vendor, as to which he has a 
chaser’s favour do not, however, sensibly affect the principle of his | mere right to production, under covenant or otherwise. When a 
objection to the imposition, and it is our own conviction that the | vendor parts with deeds to a mortgagee they remain in his construc- 








best of all modes of getting over the difficulty would be the very | 
simple one of adhering to the date for completion. The contract | 

ws, in most cases, sufficient time for all necessary steps, and when 
the agreed date for completion passes by and the purchase is still in | 
abeyance, the occurrence is attributable more often to preventible | 
than to unavoidable causes. Delay in answering requisitions, delay | 
in preparing the conveyance, delay in perusing it, delay in getting | 
some declaration made or procuring other evidence—these are most 
often the causes of which the effect is an irritating discussion about | 
payment of interest. And this is only another way in truth of saying | 
that the purchaser is made to suffer the penalty from no fault of his | 
own, but because his solicitor or the vendor’s solicitor, or both, have, | 
metaphorically speaking, slumbered in their chairs. Where the delay | 
is due to causes beyond the control of the solicitor, it is difficult to | 
suggest a remedy, and the boae of contention must, we suppose, 
remain as a thorn in his own and his client’s side, as it is obvious that 
to waive the usual condition as to interest would open the door to 
much greater evils than would be obviated. 


We referred, in an early article, when speaking at large of the 


tive possession, and he can obtain actual possession at any time by 
discharging the mortgagee’s lien. Not only so, but during the 


| existence of the lien; the Conveyancing Act of 1881 enables him to 


inspect the deeds, and make abstracts, &c., of them whenever 
necessary. Then again, almost as an invariable rule, the mortgagee 
concurs in the sale either by joining in the conveyance or by execut- 
ing a contemporaneous re-conveyance, receiving payment of his debt 
out of the purchase-money. By thus concurring he practically 
becomes part and parcel of the vendor, and the deeds are in his pos- 
session as such. We submit that the condition of sale and the sub- 
section were never intended to apply to the possession of deeds in the 
hands of a person so intimately connected with the vendor as his 
own mortgagee. 

Is it not monstrous that a vendor should be able to tell his pur- 
chaser that he cannot produce a scrap of evidence in support of his 
right to sell except at the expense of the purchaser, when his 
inability arises from his having incumbered the property he professes 
to be free to sell, and he does not, before entering into the contract, 
disclose the facts of his position to the purchaser ? 








solicitor’s papers, to the great practical convenience—and, indeed,/ [Large estates in Kent were sold last year by the trustees of a 
importance—of completing drafts. We may just recur to this matter | nobleman now deceased. They were enormously incumbered, the 
very briefly here in its special application to completions. Nothing | title deeds were multitudinous, and the examination of them was 
is commoner than to find undated, and devoid of copies of the signa- | necessarily a very lengthy task. The conditions of sale specified that 
tures and attestations, the draft of some executed instrument. If! the purchasers were to pay for the production of deeds, &c., not in 
reference has to be made to it, the original instrument must either be | the vendor’s possession. One of the writers of this letter was con- 
exhumed from a strong room, or, if it is not in the solicitor’s posses- | cerned for the purchaser, and he was asked to pay the costs of the 
sion, much greater trouble must be taken, and, perhaps, expense golicitors of the mortgagees, which would have amounted to no less 
» before it is ascertained whether the draft can be relied on | a sum than £12. The demand was resisted, and after discussion it 
as a true version of the original document, and its omissions supplied. | was withdrawn. Now, at this sale some of the lots were small in 
All this may be avoided by the simple expedient of completing the | value. What an intolerable hardship it would have been if every 
draft at the time, and this process should include, in addition to the | purchaser had been compelled to pay this enormous extra charge ! 
insertion of date, the supplying of any blank in the body of the deed, | It is a great merit of the present scale system (and one that largely 
and copies of signatures and attestations, a record of any special | induced Parliament to pass the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, and the 
incident attaching to it, such as acknowledgment by a married | judges to sanction the scale) that a purchaser knows very nearly what 











woman, or registration. The habit of doing this regularly and 
contemporaneously is as valuable as any detail of organization that 
the solicitor can learn and impress on those about him. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


PRODUCTION OF DEEDS IN CUSTODY OF A MORTGAGEE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journd).} 


Sir,—We submit that modern conditions of sale are very often most 
unjust to the purchaser, in throwing upon him the expense of 
evidence necessary to perfect the vendor's title—as, for example, the 
now usual stipulation that the purchaser is to be at the expense of 
stamping unstamped or improperly-stamped deeds. This general 


injustice seems likely to culminate im a recent practice of requiring | 


the purchaser to pay the costs of producing deeds held by the mort- 
Gyn = Se vendor. This innovation is based upon the Aether of 


ion 6 of section 4 of the Conveyancing Act of 1851. Our | 


experience is considerable, but, until the passing of the Act, we never 
@ single case in which a purchaser under a condition of 
sale, of which the sub-section is a simple reproduction (except that it 
is silent as to the stamping of deeds), was asked to pay the costs of 
the mortgagee’s swlicitor for the production of the title deeds. We 
have, however, lately heard of some cases in which the claim was 
made and submitted to. We believe these cases to be so exceptional 
as to prove the rule, and, perhaps, if, in these comparatively few 
eases, the purchaser had struggled against, instead of submitting to, 
the claim, the cases would have becn fewer still. 
The law societies of Kent and Sussex have had this question as to 
the costs to production under consideration, and they recently passed 
i eins the practice of making the purchaser pay 
such costs. These resolutions were communicated to the Council of 


the Incorporated Law Sccicty, and the council has passed resolutions | 
to the elect that the vendor ¢hiu/d bear the expense of the production, | 


but would not go so far a0 > advise that, upon the legal construction 
A the om, the vendor must bear the expense, The council 


| the law costs attending his purchase will be. But this merit is lost 
| if the purchaser, knowing nothing of his vendor’s position, is liable 
|to be called on for indefinite costs to be paid to a mortgagee’s 
solicitor. 

| Ifthe practice we contend against is to prevail, it may easily be 
| made subservient to the most aekens and serious abuses. To quote 
| one instance only :—Suppose the case of a mortgage to a vendor's 
|own solicitor; that solicitor might claim to produce the deeds as 
| mortgagee, and not as solicitor, and receive the costs of so doing. 
| Your readers will be aware that a cognate question was lately the 
| subject of litigation in In re Johnson and Tustin (833 W.R. 737). There 
| the question upon anopen contract, was who was to pay for the abstract 
| of a deed necessary to the title and notin the vendor’s possession? Mr, 
| Justice Pearson, holding himself bound by the words of the sub-section, 
decided against the purchaser, who appealed, and the Appeal Court, 
consisting of three Lords Justices, unanimously reversed the judg- 
ment. Admitting that the case is not decisive of the point we are 
discussing, the arguments used by the judges lead us strongly to the 
conclusion that’ those same judges would, if the case we are now 
| considering were brought before them, decide in accordance with our 

views. 

Our immediate purpose in writing this letter is to call the attention 
| of the profession, and more es hors he of the country solicitors (whose 
| clients, as purchasers of sinall properties, are more materially inter- 
ested in the question than the majority of the clients of London 
| solicitors) to the position and importance of the subject, and we wish 
| to invite an expression of opinion onthe matter. We take the liberty 
| of suggesting that, upon any and every occasion when solicitors for pur- 
| chasers have the unjust claim in question made upon them, they will 

resist it to the uttermost, even to the extent of fighting the case at their 

own risk, a8 did the objecting solicitors in Jn re Johnson and Tustin. 

In this they will, we are sure, be su y their own local law 

societies, And, with regard to solicitors for vendors, we respectfully 
| ask of them not to attempt, either under their own conditions of sale, 
| or under the Act, to continue in any way the practice of making pur- 
chasers pay the costs of the solicitor of the vendor’s mortgagee. 

J. W. How ert, 
Late President of the Sussex Law Socioty. 


JouNn BRENNAN, 
Late President of the Kent Law Society. 


August 15, 
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RECENT CASES. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 16, x. 40—Pracrice—ApprzaL BY PERSON NOT A 
Party TO ACTION—APPLICATION TO ADD TO JUDGMENT BY PERSON NOT A 
Party to Acrion.—In the case of In re Youngs, before the Court of Appeal, 
No. 2, on the 5th and 6th inst., there was a question as to the right of a 
person not a party to an action to appeal from a judgment, on the ground 
that his interests are affected by it; and a further question as to the rights 
of such a person to apply to vary or add to the judgment. Rule 40 of 
order 16 provides that ‘‘ whenever, in any action for the administration 
of the estate of a deceased person, or the execution of the trusts of any 
deed or instrument, or for the partition or sale of any hereditaments, a 
judgment or an order has been pronounced or made—(a.) under order 15 ; 
(b.) under order 33; (c.) affecting the rights or interests of persons not 
parties to the action—the court or a judge may direct that any persons 
interested in the estate, or under the trust, or in the hereditaments, shall 
be served with notice of the judgment or order; and, after such notice, 
such penehe shall be bound by the proceedings in the same manner as if 
they had originally been made parties, and shall be at liberty to attend 
the proceedings under the judgment or order. Any person so served may, 
within one month after such service, apply to the court or judge to dis- 
charge, vary, or add to the judgment or order.’’ In July, 1884, an action 
of Doggett v. Revett was commenced for the administration of the personal 
estate of Mrs. Youngs, who died in 1882. The plaintiff was the residuary 
legatee under Mrs. Youngs’ will; the defendants were Revett and Biddle, 
her executors. It was alleged by the statement of claim that Biddle had 
misapplied moneys belonging to the estate, possession of which he had 
obtained through the negligence of Revett, and that Biddle had died 
insolvent, without any personal representative. The plaintiff sought to 
make Revett liable for the moneys thus lost. By his statement of defence, 
Revett alleged that claims had been made inst the estate of the 
testatrix by persons who claimed to be entitled to the estate of the 
husband of the testatrix, who had died in 1830, the testatrix having been 
his surviving executrix. On the 2nd of February, 1885, an action of 
Vollum v. Revett was commenced against Revett, as the surviving executor 
of the testatrix, and thus representing the estate of the husband, for 
the administration of his personal estate. The plaintiff Vollum was a 
person interested in the estate of the husband. She, by her statement 
of claim, alleged that the testatrix had received and misappropriated a 
large part of her husband’s personal estate, or that it had been lost 
through her wilful default, and claimed to make her estate liable for the 
loss, and, if the defendant did not admit assets of the testatrix, to have 
her personal estate administered. On the 20th of February, 1885, 
Revett delivered a defence in this action, by which he did not admit 
the alleged misappropriation and wilful default, nor did he admit that 
the estate of the testatrix was at all indebted to the estate of her 
husband. On the 28th of February, 1885, the plaintiff Vollum moved 
for judgment in her action; and, on the hearing of this motion, an 
account was directed (on the footing of wilful default) of the personal 
estate of the husband received by the testatrix, with a direction to charge 
interest on the balances from time to time in her hands. An account was 
also directed of the personal estate of the husband received by the 
defendant; and, on the admission of the defendant’s counsel that the 
estate of the testatrix was indebted in some amount to the estate of her 
husband, andnot admitting assets of the testatrix, an account was directed of 
the personal estate of the testatrix received by the defendant. The plaintiff 
Doggett (who had not been served with notice of this judgment) applied 
to Pearson, J., to discharge or vary the judgment, on the ground that it 
had been obtained by collusion between the plaintiffs Vollum and Revett. 
Pearson, J., refused the a tama on the ground that the plaintiff 
Doggett was not a person who was, within the meaning of rule 40 of order 
16, ‘‘imterested ’’ in the subject-matter of the second action, or entitled 
to be served with notice of the judgment iy that action. The plaintiff 
Doggett appealed from this refusal, and also, by leave of the Gourt of 
Appeal, obtained ex parte, appealed from the judgment in Vollum v. Revett. 
On the opening of the latter appeal, the preliminary objection was taken 
that the appellant was not a person who, according to the practice of the 
court, was entitled to appeal from the ju ent in Vollum v. Revett, that 
action being, so far as the estate of the trix was concerned, in the 
nature of a creditor’s action, in respect of which, the executor of the 
testatrix was the only person entitled to represent her estate. The Court 
of Appeal (Corron and Linviey, L.JJ.) allowed the objection. Corroy, 
L.J., said that the court was not now dealing with the question whether 
the judgment in Vol/um v. Revett had been obtained by fraud, or whether 
the appellant Doggett should be allowed, in the name of the executor, to 
defend that action de novo ; that question was left quite untouched by the 
resent decision. In the second action no one could properly be made a 
efendant but the executor of the widow, who was all to have been a 
debtor to the estate of her deceased husband, It was quite a different 
case from that of a cestui que trust bringing an action against the trustee 
to decide the rights of the cestwis que trustent, To such an action, under 
the old practice of the Court of Chancery, all the cestwis gue trustent might 
have been made parties, ‘They were all interested in the same line either 
as plaintiffs or defendants, and, if me | of them thought that a decree 
obtained by one of their class against the trustee was not such as would 
have been obtained if the case had been properly presented to the court, 
or that the judge had fallen into an error, he could appeal. But in such 
an action as Vollum v. Revett, the executor was the only person who could 
properly have been made a defendant, and the present appellant had no 
right to appeal from the judgment. It was said that the appellant was 


interested in the estate of the widow, to administer which a claim 
made in the second action. But the claim to administer was made 
for the purpose of paying the debts of the testatrix. No doubt 
appellant was interested in the alleged debt not being established. 
the mal representative was the only on whom the law 

the defence of the estate from alleged , and it would be wrong to 
allow any other person to be a party to such an action. If it was 
that the executor was misconducting himself, the court could authorize a 
legatee to defend the action m the name of the executor. Luvpzey, L.J., 
said that the appeal was a novel experiment, and could not be admitted 
without upsetting the settled ice of the court. 

The appeal from the refusal of Pearson, J., of the appellant's — 
tion to vary the judgment in Vollum v. Revett, was then heard, and was 
dismissed. The court held that rule 40 of order 16 applies only to a 
pence who, under the old practice of the Court of Chancery, would have 

a proper party to one of the actions mentioned in the rule. And on 
the merits they held that the appellant had not established any care for 
being allowed to defend the second action in the name of the executor. 
—Covnset, Higgins, Q.C., and Bradford ; Everitt, Q.C., and Herbert Smith ; 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Lewin. Soxrtcrrors, W. H. Roberts ; Royle § Co. ; 
Pontifex, Hewitt, § Pitt. 





Poor Rate— Assessment—Ramtway Company—RAaILwaY LEASED AT 
Frxep Renr—Private Act or Parwiament.—In the case of The Assess- 
ment Committee of Altrincham Union v. The Cheshire Lines Committee, before 
the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 11th inst., there was a question as to 
the rating for poor rate of a railway which was leased at a fixed rent. 
virtue of the provisions of a special Act of the defendants, the London 
and North-Western Railway Company, in consideration of an annual 
payment of £2,500, exercised running powers over about four miles of the 
defendants’ lines. In 1882 the defendants were rated in the township of 
Altrincham at the sum of £1,500 mile upon the value of the actual 
traffic passed over their lines by the London and North-Western Railway 
Company, and the rate was confirmed at the Cheshire Quarter Sessions, 
subject to a case for the yap of the Queen’s Bench Division. The 
defendants contended that the rateable value ought to be based upon the 
profits—i.e., £2,500-—-which could be actually earned by them in accord- 
ance with the terms of the Act, and not upon the profits which might be 
earned if the Act were not in existence. A divisional court oe peerer; oI 
C.J., and Smith, J.) decided in favour of the defendants, and quashed 
rate. The Court of Appeal (Lord Esusr, M.R., and Baccattay and 
Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that it was 
admitted that, if the special Act had been a public Act, the defendants’ 
line would have been “‘ struck with sterility ’’ beyon: 
difference between a public and a private Act in such a case is in 
the strictness of its construction. Where there was any doubta p Act 
was construed as being for the public benefit. A private Act was 
obtained by parties for their own benefit, and was, construed 
more strictly against them ; but, when the construction was clear, there 
was no difference, and the consequences were the same in both 
cases. So long as this Act was in iat, the not be of greater 
value than £2,500, in whatever hands it was; it was struck by the Act 
with sterility to any greater extent than £2,500. Baccattay and Bowsy, 
L.JJ., concurred. —Covnset, MacIntyre, Q.C., Henn Collins, Q.C., and 
F. Marshall ; Sir F. Herschell, Q.C., gt 
Soxicrrors, Bower, Cotton, ¢ Bower ; Cunliffes Davenport. 





“HIGH COURT, OF JUSTICE. 


R. S. C., 1883, orp. 27, n. 11; orp. 40, x. 1—Morron ror Jcpemext— 
Jupement In Dracut or Prsaprye—Sertinc pown Action POR ° 
—In the case of Sheppard v. Edwards, before Chitty, J., on the Tth inst., 
a motion was made by the plaintiff under R. 8. C., 
for judgment on the pleadings in default of delivery ¢ 
defence. The defendant had appeared, and at the hearing of the motion 
took the objection that the proper practice was to set down the action for 
hearing upon motion for judgment. Currry, J., said that he could 
hear the motion unless set down. The practice was A 

flicting decisions upon the point had been set at rest by the notice issued 


in 1876. (See An, Ch. Pr., 1885, p. 476.) He Na tgs Ry ee reserve 
the costs of the present te a aan Duke; H. Terrell. Soxrer- 
rors, Raisbeck § Redinson; TH. Wright. 


Vacation Bustness—Taxatron or Costs—Orprr serore Jerry 12.— 
In the case of Jn re Beard’s Trusts, it ‘ 
an application was made for directions to the Vacation 
tax costs on a petition upon made 
appeared that the applicant had 
proper ing master, but was 
appointment being made 
going to the Vacation 
effect that the Vacation 
ness taxations under orders made ~ 
that the taxation was of the simplest kind, the order being for taxation of 
costs and payment out of a 
the ciroumstances of the case, 
would direct the Vacation Taxing 
standing that the order on the petition was made before July 12. 
master to be informed that he 
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R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 38, rn. 1—Sprzcran Exammer—Examrna- 
TION BEPORE District Recistrar.—In the case of Pye v. Pye, before 
Chitty, J., on the 7th inst., a motion having been made by the plaintiff 
for attachment for non-compliance with an order for payment of money 
into court, and the respondents having filed affidavits stating that they 
had no means, the plaintiff asked for leave to cross-examine the 
respondents before the district registrar at Birkenhead. The ap- 
plicant asked that, for the sake of saving expense, the district regis- 
trar might, as being an officer of the court, be directed to act as 
examiner without a fee, or, if necessary, with afee. It appeared that 
the deponents sought to be cross-examined resided at Birkenhead, and 
that the solicitors, who in the first instance represented the parties to the 
action, resided at Birkenhead and Manchester. R.S. C., 1883, ord. 35, r. 
11, and ord. 37, rr. 5 and 20, were referred to in support of the application, 
and also the case of Lumb v. Osburn (W.N. 1884, p. 218), where an order 
similar to that now asked for was said to have been made by Pearson, J. The 
actual order made in Lumb v. Osburn was, however, produced, from 
which it appeared that the district registrar was appointed, not in his 

of officer of the court, but as examiner pro hac vice. Curtty, J., 
said that, in his opinion, the right course was to appoint one of the 
examiners of the court. The gentlemen had been appointed for the 
— purpose of taking these examinations. It was his rule, therefore, 

under very exceptional circumstances, to direct the examination to 
proceed before an examiner of the court. It would, in many cases, be a 
most inconvenient course to send such cases to the district registrar, even 
if he had a discretion to do so under the rules, because those officers had 
their own business to attend to. He would also be less disposed to exer- 
cise any such discretion when it seemed to necessitate the payment of the 
fees of an examiner to another officer of the court. The examiners of the 
court received their appointments from the Lord Chancellor as persons 
specially qualified for this particular work, and he was indisposed to 
interfere with the duties imposed on the examiners. Moreover, the cost 
of bringing up the respondents to London was comparatively small, and 
afforded no special reason for acceding to the application.—CovunsgL, 
Sturges; E. Ford. Soxtctrors, Hamlin, Grammer, & Homlin, for R. B. 
Moore, Birkenhead; Chester, Mayhew, Broome, & Griffithes, for Crofton, 
Manchester. 





Israst—I.iecitmacy—GvarpIaANsHIP—RicHTs oF _Motuer 1x Respect 
or Intecrrmare Curprex.—In the case of In re Ullee, before Chitty, J., 
on the 11th inst., a question arose as to whether the mother of illegitimate 
children has any primd facie right of guardianship. It appeared that the 
applicant, an Englishwoman, had, in 1870, gone through a ceremony of 
marriage, according to the Mohammedan rite, with the late Nawab 
Nazim, of Bengal, a Mohammedan Indian prince, then resident in this 
country, and who had wives living in India. In 1880 the Nawab con- 
tracted a similar Mohammedan union with another Englishwoman, 
whereupon the applicant left him. He in the same year returned to 
India, after having sent the children of his union with the applicant to 
that country. He died in 1884, having by his will appointed English 
guardians of his children, and directed that his children should be brought 
up as Mohammedans, but that the boys should receive an English 
education. The boys had been sent to this country, but the girls were, 
according to Indian Mohammedan custom, being brought up in the 
family hareem. Currrv, J., said that the marriage was invalid so far as 
the applicant was concerned, even if not so according to Moham- 
medan law so far as the late Nawab was concerned. The marriage was 
not intended to be monogamous, which was fatal to its validity: Hyde v. 
Hyde and Woodmansee (14 W. R. 517, L. R. 1 P. & M. 517). In that case 
Lord Penzance declined to take judicial cognizance of a Mormon union, 
on the ground that it was no marriage, the law in Christendom being that 
matriage was the voluntary union for life of one map and one woman to 
the exclusion of all other connubial unions. He, however, declined to 
enter into any discussion as to the status of the children of such a union. 
So, too, he (Chitty, J.) felt that any question as to the children’s 

was immaterial to the present issue. Accepting, however, 
arguendi causd, this ition that the children were illegitimate, yet 
even then the applicant had no right to their guardianship: 2. v. Clarke 
(7 HE. & B. 186); B. v. Hopkins (7 , 69); R. v. Nash (31 W. R. 420, 10 
Q B. D. 454). Most of the authorities were applications for custody of 
children made upon habeas corpus, , therefore, distinguish- 
from guardianship ications in chancery. In 2. v. Nash, Jessel, 
after stating that the court was now governed by equitable rules, 
said that in equity, on applications relating to illegitimate infants, regard 
always had to the mother, the putative father, and the relations on 
mother’s side. The case was, therefore, reduced to the sole question, 
what was the best discretion the court could exercise for the world] 
interest of the infants. In the exercise of that discretion he should, 
under all the circumstances of the case, decline to interfere with the 
present guardians of the children. —Counsen, Romer, C., and 8. Hall; 
yf hin, (C., and Medd. Soricrtons, Chester, Mayhew, Broome, § 
Gri, j Mayle, Teesdale, & Co. 





Geerk Waxntsors Act, 1484 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 0), 0. 1—3—Leorrti- 
macy Dectsnation Act, 1856 (21 & 22 Vict. c. 93), s. 7—Evivence— 
Pauries 10 we crrev.—In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, 
om the 12th inet., the case of Zarifi and wife ¥. The Attorney- 
Geerd was heard betore Wott, J., without a jury. The ene | 
were instituted under the Greek Marriages Ai & 48 Vict. c. 20), 


SN 


Act, 164A 
the A obtaining « declaration that marriage, solemn- 
etweus the petitioners in London in accordance with the ites of the 


ik 





Church, was « valid marriage. The yooumtite of the Act secties 


that between the years 1836 and 1857 certain marriages were solemnized 
between members of the Greek Church at the Greek chapel in the 

City of London, and at the residences of members of that church, 

in conformity with the rites of that church, by a priest of that church, in 
the belief that compliance with the rites of that church constituted a com- 
pliance with the law of England, and that objections might be taken to 
the validity of such marriages, as not having been solemnized in a con- 
secrated or licensed church or chapel of the Church of England, or in a 
registered building, or at a registrar’s office, or at the office of a registrar, 
and as not having been solemnized in the presence of a clergyman of the 
Charch of England or a registrar of marriages, or after due publication of 
banns, or by licence or special licence, and that it is expedient to confirm 
such marriages, notwithstanding such defects. Section 1 enacts that ‘‘ any 
party to such marriage, or any child or grandchild of any such party, and any 
person interested in the validity of such marriage,’’ may apply by petition 
to this division for a decree declaring the marriage valid, on satisfying 
the court that the marriage was solemnized in the manner and in the 
belief mentioned in the preamble ; that the marriage has not been declared 
invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction ; that neither of the parties 
has since intermarried with any other person; and that an entry of the 
marriage was made in the registry of the said Greek chapel. The Act 
adopts, ‘‘in all matters and things not specially provided for,”’ the pro- 
visions of sections 5—7 of the Legitimacy Declaration Act, 1858 (21 & 22 
Vict. c. 93), and directs the procedure and rules under that Act to be fol- 
lowed. It is further provided that on the passing of the Act a copy of 
the register-book of marriages belonging to the said chapel shall be forth- 
with transmitted to the central registry of this division. The Attorney- 
General had been duly served with notice of the petition, and it appeared 
from the joint affidavit of the petitioners they were members of the Greek 
Church, and were married to one another on the 8th of February, 1855, at 49, 
Inverness-terrace, Bayswater, by the priest and archimandrite of the 
Greek Church in London, in accordance with the rites of that church. 
The wife was a minor, but was married with the consent of her father; 
the? parties were not within any prohibited degrees of relationship, and 
they both believed that the marriage was valid according to the laws of 
this country. Both the petitioners gave evidence as to the facts stated in 
their affidavit, and the husband further deposed that the priest, in his 
presence, made an entry of the marriage in the Greek language in the 
register-book of the Greek chapel. The entry was signed by the priest, 
but it was not the practice in the Greek Church for the husband and 
wife to sign the register. The abcve-named register-book was produced, 
as well as the copy of it which was transmitted to the Central Probate and 
Divorce Registry of the High Court of Justice upon the passing of the 
Greek Marriages Act, 1884. Mr. Edwin Freshfield also deposed that he 
was the executor of the deceased archimandrite, and that his firm were 
solicitors to the Greek community in London. He was acquainted with 
the modern Greek language, and he translated the entry in the register 
relating to the marriage of the petitioners. He also identified the hand- 
writing of the deceased archimandrite, as well as the signatures ‘of the 
present archimandrite and of the churchwardens for the time being of the 
Greek chapels, which were respectively appended to the copy of the 
register-book transmitted to the central registry. It appearing that both 
the petitioners had several brothers and sisters living, it was argued by 
the counsel for the Attorney-General that section 7 of the Legitimacy 
Declaration Act, 1858, rendered it ne that these persons should be 
cited and made parties to the proceedings, because they might be entitled 
to shares in the estates of one or other of the petitioners in the event 
of their dying intestate, and of the marriage not being declared valid. 
The counsel for the petitioners argued that there was a distinction between 
the two statutes; since a decision under the Legitimacy Declaration Act 
bound property as well as persons, and the petitioners must, therefore, cite 

all the persons sought to be bound by the decision; whereas the Greek 
Marriages Act was only operative for certain limited purposes. Burt, J., 
laid down that it was not necessary for the court to require any of the 
relatives of the parties interested in validating the marriage to be cited. 
The petitioners proved all the facts necessary to entitle them to relief, 
and he, therefore, made a decree declaring the marriage valid.—Counsa1, 
Sir W. G. F. Phillimore and Church ; H. B. Deane and Gore. Soxtcrrors, 
Freshfields & Williams; E. L. Roweliffe. 


CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Court or APPEAL. 
(Before Corron and Linpiey, L.JJ.) 
Aug. 6, 8, 11.—/n re Thompson. 


Solicitor and client—Costs—Taxation—Conditional delivery of bill— 
Right of solicitor to withdraw bill. 


This was an appeal by clients from an order of Bacon, V.C., discharging 
an order in the common form which they had obtained to tax a bill of costs 
which had been delivered to them by the respondents. ‘The clients were 
executors, and the respondents had acted for them, and previously for 
their testatrix, in the defence of an action. The executors had been 
pressing for the delivery of a bill of costs, to enable them to prepare and 
pase their residuary account, and, on the 6th of May, 1885, the solicitors 
rent @ bill of costs to one of the executors (not signed), together with a 
letter, in which they said, ‘In accordance with the most urgent request 
of, and to accommodate, the executors of the late defendant in passin 
their duty accounts, we have, at no small inconvenience, hasten 
these of costs toa conclusion, and now to enclose same to you 
herewith. We beg also to intimate that the of, and incident to, one 
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of the bundles of papers could not, in the short time which has been 
allowed us, be included in these bills. We are, however, willing to accept 
yment of the balance of these bills—viz., £768 1s. 6d.—in full discharge, 
if payment of that amount is made within eight days from this date ; if 
not, we reserve to ourselves the right to withdraw the accompanying bills, 
and deliver others, which will, in all probability, show a much larger 
balance against the executors, and the preparation of which must, as you 
may readily conceive, occupy a considerable time, and thus cause still 
further delay.”’ In reply to this letter, the solicitors who were then acting 
for the executors asked for the delivery of detailed particulars of any further 
claim against the executors. In answer to this the original solicitors said 
that they should not make any further claim on the estate of the testatrix 
beyond the bills already sent, if payment of the balance was made as men- 
tioned in the letter of the 6th of May. In answer to this the new 
solicitors replied that the executors could not legally settle the account 
whieh had been delivered on the terms proposed, and asked that, if there 
was any other account to be rendered in addition to that already delivered, 
it might be sent without delay. On the 14th of May the original solici- 
tors wrote to the executors, ‘‘ These bills not having been discharged, we 
beg to withdraw the same in accordance with our letter to you of the 6th 
inst., and upon the terms therein referred to. Please return same to us 
that we may substitute others accordingly.”” The new solicitors did not 
return the bills. On the 19th of May the executors obtained an order of 
course to tax the bills which had been delivered, adding to the order 
liberty to the solicitors to deliver a further bill for any matters not charged 
for in the bills which had been delivered. On the application of the 
solicitors, Bacon, V.C., discharged the order for taxation, and ordered 
the solicitors, within fourteen days, to deliver a new bill of costs, which 
was to be referred for taxation. His lordship was of opinion that no 
complete or perfect bill had been delivered, and that, though a solicitor 
could not withdraw a complete bill which he had once presented, with the 
intention of making out a larger bill, yet, in the present case, the solicitors 
7] a right to withdraw that which they had put forward as an imperfect 
bi 


The clients appealed. 

Millar, Q.C., and Ashton Cross, for the appellants. 

Marten, Q.C., and Warrington, for the solicitors. 

The following authorities were referred to:—JIn re Heather (18 W. R. 
1079, L. R. 5 Ch. 694), In re Chambers (13 W. R. 375, 34 Beav. 177), In re 
Holroyde (29 W. R. 599), In re Carthew (32 W. R. 940, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 485, 
28 Soticrrors’ Journat, 709). 

Corton, L.J.—This is a case of considerable impoitance to the parties, 
and also to the public, as regards the conduct of solicitors and the re- 
strictions which ought to be imposed on them in order to prevent any 
unfair advantage being taken by them in their charges against their 
chents. It is well established that, when a solicitor sends in his bill to 
his client, he gives the client a right to have that bill taxed. It was 
necessary to lay down that rule, because, if solicitors could send in a bill, 
and when the client did not pay it, or was dissatisfied with it, they could 
withdraw it and substitute another bill, it would enable them to avoid the 
consequences of having sent in a bill which would not stand taxation, 
because, if asixth was taxed off, they would have to pay the costs of the 
taxation, whereas, if a sixth was not taxed off, the client who was seeking 
taxation would have to pay the costs, unless special circumstances were 
certified by the master. Therefore, this rule was laid down to prevent any 
attempt being made to impose on clients, who did not know what were 
the proper charges, by sending in a bill which would not stand taxation, 
and then, when taxation was insisted on or threatened, sending in another 
bill which would stand taxation ; and this rule has been carried so far as 
this, that, even when objections have been made to particular items of a 
bill delivered, and the solicitor has, with the assent of the client, taken 
back the bill for the purpose of reconsideration, and has struck out certain 
items, the court has held that the bill to be taxed must be that which was 
originally sent in, and not the bill as amended. Jn re Heather went to 
that extent. In the present case the solicitors say, ‘‘ Wesent in our bill 
subject to a condition that, if it was not paid within eight days, we 
should be at liberty to withdraw it; it was not paid, and we accordingly 
withdrew it and sent in a new bill.’’ No doubt there has never yet been 
such a case as this among the various cases which have arisen as to 
taxation. All the reported cases in which the court has refused to allow 
a solicitor to diminish his bill when he has once delivered it, were cases 
in which the bill had been delivered unconditionally. This case, appar- 
ently, is the first in which it has been alleged that the bill was 
originally delivered subject to a condition. We must deal with the 
matter on that footing. ‘he first question is, whether the solicitors 
are right in saying that the bill was delivered subject to a con- 
dition. It is said on behalf of the executors that there was no 
condition at all, and that, if there was a condition, it was cnly a 
condition that the solicitors were to be at liberty to add further 
items to the bill. In my opinion, the condition was this: ‘‘ We are 
willing to accept payment, if you pay within eight days the amount 
which we claim to be due to us, and then we will accept it in full; 
but, if not, then we will withdraw the bill.’”’ That is the condition sub- 
ject to which the bill was sent in. In my opinion, =< couree for 
the solicitors, who were then advising the executors, to aah, wenkd have 
been at once to send back the bill, and say, ‘‘ We will not accept a bill on 
such conditions ; we require you to send in your bil! without any stipula- 
tion, and then we will deal with it in the way in which a bill ought to be 
dealt with.’’ But that was not the course adopted; and, as the solicitors 
claimed a right to withdraw the bill and deliver another, and did not amply 
claim a right to add further charges thereto, in my opinion there was this 
condition expressed: ‘‘ If you do not the bill within eight days, it is 


son receives anything—a bill of exchange or money—on a condition, 
f it is sent to him on a condition, he must either take it subject to that 
condition or not take it at all. He may send it back, and say, “I will 


not accept it on this condition; ’’ but, if he keeps it, his is 
subject to the condition which was imposed when it was sent tohim. It 
is urged on behalf of the executors that they pmol any to an: of 
this kind. It is true they never did, but they ved the bill on 


condition ; and, that being so, if the condition is a lawful one, they could 
only take it subject to the consequences of that condition, whatever they 
may be. Well, what they did was to get the common order to tax, 
although before that was done the solicitors said: ‘‘ As the condition has 
not been performed, we will withdraw the bill, and will send another.’ 

But the question is whether such a condition is one which can be law- 

fully imposed by solicitors on their client on delivering a bill to him. 

It was urged, on behalf of the executors, that the condition, if it is 
effectual, would enable the solicitors to send in, in the first instance, a bill 
with charges which they knew could not be sup on taxation, and 
then, if it was not paid, or if the client showed an intention to tax the 
bill or question its amount, to send in a different bill which would stand 
taxation. That is really the result of it, and we have to consider for the 
first time whether such a condition as this can be annexed to a letter 
sending a bill of costs. 

Now, if a bill is sent without any condition attached to it, the solicitor 
may sometimes be allowed to correct mistakes, on application to the 
court, though, even then, the court has refused to allow him to diminish 
the charges which he had made, so as to avoid the consequences of taxa- 
tion. He has been allowed to send ina bill correcting omissions by 


additions to be made to the bill, but the principle on which the court has 
always refused to allow a solicitor to alter or withdraw from a bi 
costs once delivered by him without condition is this—that, to d 
would open the door to fraud, and enable solicitors who are intending to 
act fraudulently towards their clients to send in an excessive bill, which 
they knew they could not support, with a letter expressing a condition, 
and then, upon objection being made, to withdraw 

and send in a fresh bill, to which there could be no objection. Now, 
my opinion, it would be berg De say that a solicitor cannot 

a bill subject to a fair and lawful condition, just as any 
may send money or securities on a condition which, unless the 
is accepted, ought to be returned. But, = opinion, the 
stated in the present case is not one which a solicitor can im 
client. If a solicitor were to send a bill to his client, saying, “ 
bill which contains charges which I cannot, or probably may 
to sustain on taxation ; it contains items for work done which 
be allowed on taxation,” orifin any other way he fairly stated 
that the bill contained charges which the client was not bound 
not be compelled to pay, but which represented work fai 
solicitor, with a suggestion that the client might still 
them, and then added, “If you do not like to adopt 
have told you, I will send in another bill contai 
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which will bear taxation, and which I can enforce against you ’’—a 
dition expressed in such terms would, in 7 Ay i be in no way 
contrary to the rules which the decisions of this court have imposed on 
solicitors in to their dealings with their clients, and, if a client 
took the bill under those circumstances, he must take it subject to the 
condition. If he did not, then the solicitor, having fairly stated the 
facts to the client, would be at liberty to , “The condition was one 
which I could lawfully impose ; the client the bill on that condition, 
and, if it is not performed, I am at liberty to send in another bill.” But 
this assumes that the solicitor has stated to his client that which prevents 
the condition being made use of for fraud. Now, did the letter in the 
present case fairly state to the clients that which I have said ought to be 
stated in order to make the condition one which a solicitor can impose on 
his client? [His lordship read the letter which cmaneen the bill.j 
There is not a word there which says “this is a bill you are not 
bound to pay, unless you are minded to deal liberally with us,”’ but it 
represents the balance of £768 1s. 6d. as due to the solicitors, without 
any modification or any statement that it is not a bill which they can 
enforce against the clients. Then this is added, which, my mind, 
bears strongly on the true construction of the condition—“ If not, we 
reserve to ourselves the right to withdraw the bills and 
deliver others which will, in all probability, show a much balance 
against the executors.” So far from ting that the 


the balance could not be enforced, > ak hanes charges 
which would not stand taxation, vw add, “‘In all probability, 
do not pay this, we shall make heavier against you.” Now, 
opinion, that is not a condition fairly — so that 
could impose it on their clients by sending the bill with the accompanying 
letter. In my — — the solicitors must pon A 
bill which they sent in. y yes er to — a 
expressed as not fairly to state to the ts what 
what the effect of the charges in the Dill was. 
ineffectual, and consequently the order of the Vice 
discharged, and the nal order for taxation m 
this, that, in my opinion, ee eenaaee 
of proceeding for the clients to take. The solicitors who were for 
the executors ought to have stated all the facts fairly, and oaght not, 
when Messrs, Thompson had sent a letter withdrawing or purporting 
withdraw the bill which they had deli 
common order to tax. The order should have been a 
court being informed of all the cireumstances of the case, and this would 
Pew My cat rented a great deal of litigation. While, therefore, I 
at the Nice-Chancellor 
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to discharge the order, yet, as the order was not in the proper form, there 
ought to be no costs of the proceedings before the Vice-Chancellor. But, 
as the appellants have succeeded, they must have the costs of this appeal. 
The costs of the taxation will, of course, abide the result, unless the master 
thinks fit to state any special circumstances. I decide the case simply on 
the form of the condition, and on its not properly stating to the clients 
that which ought to have been stated in order to make it effectual. 
Lrptex, L.J.—I have gone very carefully through the correspondence, 
and have listened attentively to the arguments on both sides, and I have 
come to the conclusion that the condition which Messrs. Thompson sought 
to impose by their letter was not expressed in such language as to be 
binding on the clients. I do not mean to say fora moment that bills 
cannot be sent in subject to a condition, but a solicitor must deal fairly 
with his client, and I am satisfied (and I say it with regret), from the 
evidence in this case and the tone of the correspondence, that this was a 
catching, not a fair, condition. Messrs. Thompson knew, so far as I can 
judge from the evidence, that the bill was not an honest bill, not a bill 
by which they were prepared to stand on taxation. They could safely or 
fairly say to their clients, ‘‘ This is our bill, made up to the best of our 
ability ; it contains charges which you may pay if you are liberally dis- 
posed, but which, we tell you frankly, we are not prepared to maintain.” 
An honest disclosure of that sort would have mae all the difference in 
the world. But when we find that the contrary was the fact, and that 
the bill was one which they hoped would be treated by the clients as fairly 
made out, when it was not, it appears to me that they have not fulfilled 
their obligation as solicitors to their clients in thus expressing the condi- 
tion. I will not refer in detail to the correspondence, but when we look 
at the pure question of law, had they, or had they not, a right to impose 
a condition’ I say, Yes, if they acted fairly; No, if they acted other- 
wise, as, in my opinion, they did. But the common order to tax appears 
to me to have been wrong, for this reason—I do not think anyone is 
entitled to get a common order to tax when the effect of it is to make him 
a judge in his own cause of the matter in dispute. Messrs. Thompson 
maintained that they had a right to withdraw the bill; the clients main- 
tained the contrary. That was the matter in dispute, the discussion of 
which ought not to have been prevented by means of a common 
order to tax. The proper course would have been to present a petition, 
raising the 
think the justice of the case will be met by giving no costs of that pro- 
ceeding, at the same time not allowing it to be supposed that sucha 
condition as this can be imposed on a client, and by allowirg the appeal, 
with costs to be paid by the respondents.—Souicrrors, Mumford, Speechley, 
$ Laxdon ; Bell, Brodrick, & Gray. 





QvEEnN’s Bencu Dryision. 
(Sittings in Banc, before Lord CoLzripcE, C.J., and Butt, J.) 
Aug. 11.—Jn the Matter of Joseph Bassitt, a Solicitor, &c. 

This case came before the court on the 6th inst., when, the solicitor 
neither ing in person nor by counsel, an order was made that 
he should be struck off the rolls. On Saturday an application was made 
on his behalf to have the case re-heard, which was granted by the court, 


who ordered the case to be put in the paper to-day. Mr. Bassitt received, 
on May 13, 1876, through his father-in-law, to whom it had in fact been 


point for the judge to decide which side was right. I | 


thereupon brought an action against him to recover this sum, and re- 
covered judgment by default with costs. There were no effects to satisfy 
the judgment. Subsequently the Law Society made the present applica- 
tion. On the 24th of July, 1885, Binney wrote to the Law Society saying 
that he much regretted having applied the money to his own use, having 
done so at a time when he was under pressure of creditors, and had a 
prospect of being able to refund the same; and that if he could manage it 
he would repay the money. He also stated that he would not appear on 
the hearing either by counsel or personally. 

‘ F. LG Hollams (R. T. Reid, Q.C., with him), for the Incorporated Law 

ociety. 

The Court (Matuew, Cavez, and W111s, JJ.) said that the sum in question 
had been received by this solicitor, on behalf of his client, but he had 
appropriated it to his own use, and he was therefore unfit to remain on 
the rolls. He was accordingly struck off the rolls. 

Solicitor, E. W. Williamson, secretary to the Incorporated Law Society. 





CASE BEFORE THE VACATION JUDGE. 


Crvep—Smaarity or Names—Insuncrion.—In the case of Pike v. Castle, 
before Smith, J., on the 19th inst., sitting as vacation judge, the 
question arose as to the right of the proprietor of the Imperial Civil and 
Military Club and Residential Charabers in Chancery-lane to restrain the 
defendant from calling his club in Hanover-square the Imperial and 
American Club. Smrru, J., said that the names were totally distinct, 
and the clubs were situated in totally distinct parts of the town. No 
one could be misled by any similarity in the names. The motion must 
be refused, with costs.—Counset, J. B. Bryson; Joseph Beaumont. 
Sourcrrons, 4. B. Rodyk ; Wilkinson § Howlett. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. WM. AUSTEN PEARLESS, 


| Mr. William Austen Pearless, solicitor, died at East Grinstead on the 
28th of June. Mr. Pearless was born in 1837. He was admitted a 
solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1858, when he obtained one of the prizes of 
the Incorporated Law Society. He was very generally liked and 
respected both by his large number of clients and by his professional 
friends. Since his father’s death he had been the head of the firm of 
Pearless & Sons. He was a perpetual commissioner for the county of 
Sussex, and he had a large private practice. His brother and 
partner, Mr. James Richard Pearless, is registrar of the East Grinstead 
Connty Court. Although in failing health, and for five months unable to 
go to his office, he attended to professional work up till within four days of 
his death. Mr. Pearless was for many years captain of the East Grinstead 
Company of the 2nd Sussex Rifle Volunteers, and in 1881 he was granted 
the honorary rank of major. He was married in 1863 to Louisa 
Elizabeth, eldest daughter of Mr. Ewen Evershed, who survives him. 




















handed by one Millington, £200, and on April 13, 1879, a further £100, 
both sums to be invested on mortgage. On December 14, 1877, Mr. 
Baseitt paid the £200 to a person who had sold certain land to one 
Walker for £750. Walker was to have given a second mortgage on the 
Mr. Bassitt 
appeared to have treated the money as having been advanced by his 
i gton. As a matter of fact it had been 
lost, and he had repaid the whole amount with interest (less £93) in July, 
$33. On Saturday last Mr. Bassitt undertook to get an affidavit as to 
these facte from one Dowse, who had been his clerk, and now lives at 
Chatteris, by to-day if possible. 
for Mr. Bassitt, said that he had been unable to get the affidavit, 
but urged that, as Mr. Bassitt had never had any intention to appropriate 
his client’s money, and that, if time were given him, he would do his 
repay the balance still due to Mr. Millington, the case ought to 
sent back to the master to report on it again. 
BR. T. Reid, V.C., and Murray, for the Incorporated Law Society. 
Corenmor, C'.J., said that the order striking Mr. Bassitt off therolls 
be rescinded. The case would stand over until the Michaclmas 
by which time he “— that Mr. Bassitt would have 
up the whole of the money. The affidavit of Dowse must be sent to | 
Law Society at once, and it would be for them to say if any and 
what further action should be taken in the matter.— Times. 
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Ang. 12.—In re Binney, Ex parte The Incorporated Law Socidy,. 

This was an application to strike a solicitor, Alfred Septimus Binney, of 
Shefiield, off the rolis. 
1864 2 man named Anderson had a claim «gainst one Ogle for 
for the seduction of lis (Anderson’s) daughter. The claim was 
in October, 1444, for £0, £10 to be paid down and £40 by instal- 
mente. Delault was made by Ogle in ment of the instalments, and 
Anderson put the matter in the hands of Binney, the solicitor in question. 
Piamey during the month of October, 1444, received from Ogle £20 in 
tewsedt A the tial eum of £40, but did not it over to Anderson, and, 

m that he Gell seosived £23. An 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Lionet Laycetor Suapwett has been appointed a Revising 
Barrister for the Metropolis. Mr. Shadwell is the fourth son of Mr. 
Lancelot Shadwell, barrister, and was born in 1845. He was formerly 
scholar of New College, Oxford, where he graduated first class in classics 
in 1868. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1873, 
and he practises in the Court of Chancery, being also a member of the 
Oxford Circuit. 

Mr. James Cuampers, solicitor, of Durham, has been appointed Clerk 
to the Durham Highway Board. Mr. Chambers was admitted a solicitor 
in 1869. 

Mr. Gronrcy Stoney Reap has been appointed a Revising Barrister. 
Mr. Read is the fourth son of Mr. David Charles Read, and was born in 
1824. He was educated at St. Mary Hall, Oxford. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1858, and he practises on the 
Western Circuit, and at the Wiltshire, Bath, and Bristol Sessions. 


Mr. Wiiu1m Evwanp Minenovsx has been open d a Revising 
Barrister. Mr. Mirehouse is the second son of the Rev. William Squire 
Mirehouse, rector of Colsterworth, Leicestershire, and was born in 1844. 
He was educated at Harrow and at Clare College, Cambridge. He was 
called to the bar at Lancoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1870, and he practises 
on the Oxford Circuit, and at the Oxfordshire, Gloucestershire, and 
Staffordshire Sessions, 

Mr. Cruxmenr Hicots has been a nted a Revising Barrister. Mr. 
Higgins is the youngest son of Mr. William Mullinger Higgins, and was 
born in 1844. He was formerly scholar of Downing College, Cambridge, 
where he graduated in the second class of the Natural Science Tripos in 
1868, He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 
1871, and he is a member of the North Wales and Ohester Circuit. He 
has been recorder of Birkenhead since 1882, 


Mr. Auruvn Houatio Porsexn has been appointed a Revising Barrister. 





wibsequentiy found out trom Ogle that Pinney had received £0, and 





Mr, Poyser is the eldest on of Mr. Charles Poyser, of Wrexham, and was 
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born in 1849. He was educated at Christ Church, Oxford, where he 


— second class in jurisprudence in 1872. He was called to the 


at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1873, and he practises on the 


’ South-Eastern Circuit. 


Mr. Jonn Macpoyeti has been appointed a Revising Barrister for 
Middlesex. Mr. Macdonell is the second son of Mr. James Macdonell, 
of Aberdeen. He is an M.A. of the University of Aberdeen, and he was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1873. He is a 
member of the South-Eastern Circuit. 


Mr. Arruvur Swrrt, solicitor, of Huddersfield, has been a pointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Joun Miuron Kerr, solicitor, of Halifax, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


The Right Hon. Sir Henry James, Q.C., M.P., has been elected Chair- 
man of the Bar Committee, in succession to the Lord Chancellor. 


Mr. Avet Txomas, barrister, has been appointed a Magistrate for 
Pembrokeshire. Mr. Thomas is the second son of Mr. Theophilus Evan 
Thomas, of Trehale, Pembrokeshire, and was born in 1848. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple i in Hilary Term, 1873, and he is a 
member of the South Wales and Chester Circuit. 


Mr. Francis Dicxson Wise, solicitor and notary, of Ripon, has been 
appointed Country Secretary to the Bishop of Ripon, in succession to his 
father, the late Mr. Samuel Wise. Mr. F. D. Wise was admitted a 
solicitor in 1864. Mr. F. D. Wise has also been appointed Joint Registrar 
of the Diocese of Ripon. 


Mr. Tuomas Greenwoup Tate, solicitor and notary, of Leeds, has been 

pointed Joint Registrar of the Diocese of Ripon. Mr. Teale was 
uinitted a solicitor in 1851. He is clerk to the for the 
Skyrack Division of the West Riding of Yorkshire, and he has been for 
several years deputy-registrar of the diocese of Ripon and of the arch- 
deaconry of Craven. 


The Right Hon. Joun Natsu, late Lord High Chancellor of Ireland, 
has been appointed an additional Permanent Lord Justice of the Court of 
Appeal, Ireland. 


Mr. Arruur Joun Hammonp Coxttns, Chief Justice of Madras, has 
received the honour of Knighthood. Sir A. Collins is the eldest son of 
Mr. John Collins, of Parkstone, Dorsetshire, and was born in 1834. He 
was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1860, and he has 
practised on the Western Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel i in 1877, 
and he was recorder of Poole from 1873 till 1879, when he was appointed 
recorder of Exeter. Sir A. Oollins acted, in 1880, as chief commissioner 
for inquiring into corrupt practices in the city of Chester, and he is a 
bencher of Gray’s-inn, of which society he was treasurer in 1873. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


Water Jarvisand Epwarp Atrrep Onanpier, solicitors, 2, Lancaster- 
lace, Strand. July 11. The business will be carried on by Edward Alfred 
dler alone. (Gazette, Aug. 14.] 
Grorek Francis Parker and Artuur Ponsrorp, solicitors, 28, Finsbury- 
payement (G. F. Parker & Ponsford). Aug. 12. The business will be carried 
on at 28, Finsbury-pavement by Arthur Ponsford alone, who will receive 
all debts due to and discharge all liabilities of the lately existing 
partnership. [ Gazette, Aug. 18.] 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
August 14,—Royal Asseyt, 


The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the following Bills :— 
Expiring Laws Continuance ; Patents, Designs, and Trade Marks Amend- 
ment; Crown Lands; Telegravhs ; Parliamentary Elections (Returning 
Officers) ; Federal Council of Australasia ; Sec retary for Scotland; Re; He 
tration Appeals (Ireland); Oriminal Law Amendment ; Metro 
Police Staff Superannuation ; Public Works Loans ; Indian aw 
Deficiency ; County Officers and Courts (Ireland a ea Sea 
Fisheries (Scotland) Amendment ; reg Wok. of Lan: Treland) ; Thames 
Preservation ; Housing of the ee eee Labourers (Ireland) ; 
Educational Endowments (Ireland) ; U Officers (Ireland); Appropria- 
tion; Otley Local Board; Shanklin and Chale Railway; Ballymena and 
Ahoghill amways ; Colue Valley and Halstead Railway sAaenegenEes ; 
Corporation of London (Tower Bridge) ; Hastings arene ; 
chester, Middleton, and District Tramways; Mersey Railway ; Peckham 
and East Dulwich Tramways ; ; Worcester and Broom Railway. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jor Srock Companrna, 
LIMITED IN CWANOBRY. 


ty on rhe Genk ‘uly a appointed J rani Oaapan oy bs) aay 


official liquidator. Coopers ane soqied, ot or, tation CS 3. © ee 

names and addresses, their debts or claims, to the above. 

or: Nov 8 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 

and claims 

LAENAU FEsTINIOG CORN AND FiLour Mitxi Comp. Lurep.—Petition for 
A the Vacation J 


windin g up, presented A’ Ug 12, 2, directed to 
on Wed i add Aug 26. iton and Co, Pincaters inn fields, solicitors for 


ition 
CLaBx’s PaTent Horse Natt Comp MPANY, %, Laue. —By on onder made by Bacon, 
V.C., dated Aug 5, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Lovell, 
Bishopsgate st Within, solicitor for the bE ng a 
GROSVENOR Bank, LIMITED.—By an order Pearson, J., dated Aug 4. it 
was ordered that the voluntary winding up a bank be continued. Saxelby 
and Faulkner, Ironmonger solicitors for the petitioner 

A ACTUBING COMPANY, LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or 
‘before Sept 80, see send their names — and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Henry Crunden it, 5, Salter’s Hall ct, Cannon st. 

Yr Gera cat eaptdad ter heating ash cdbelbicdien cen tee debts 

an 


Mat Express AND NEWS AND GENERAL egg =! SyYnpDIc. 
LonTeD. — Kay, J., has, by my gene tH appointed Edm: 
Charles Chatterley, ’s, Queen st, Cheapside, t to be official I tiquitiator. Creditors 
ee sonumen. 00 before Oct 1, to send AA a and the 
partioblans of their debts Susoiag, Nev 3 at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating the debts and 
MEXICAN SILVER SYNDICATE, LIMITED. Lascime.—Bacon, V.C ., has, by an order Gated, July 
30, ee inted Edmund Charles Chatterley. 5, Queen st, Cheapside, to anes aad 


NATIONAL CYCLE Works, LIMITED. itty, J., has fixed Tuesday, Aug 2% at Il, 
at ~ Vacation Chambers, Room 252, for the appointment of an official liqui- 


dato: 

Warrine awn Compaxy , LIMtTED.—Kay, J. hes, by om onder Gted Suly © 

—- Edward Hobbs, 11, Gl Jouy cakes, be official liquidato: - 
uired, on or before thy fo and 

| wade FE to the above. u Wednesday, Oct 3 at 1, 

Age. 14.! 


rs of their debts or 
judieating upon the debts and clans 


is appointed for hearing and ad 
ARIEL STEAMSHIP COMPANY, LIMITED. me 4 R.. pene = by Cow, ¢ 
Aug 8, it was ordered that the company Francis and 
Austin Friars, solicitors for the petitioner 
“ CELLA”’ STEAMSHIP ComPaNy, LaaTED.— —By an order made by Chi a a 
A 8, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Stokes and Ae! Great St 
H ’s, solicitors for the petitioner z 
ELLEL CoTTON MANUFACTURING naa, Lnorep.—Creditors are required, on 
Oct of their 
, Nov 10 at 12, 
is appointed for hearing aT ~h 
aa aD CHICKENS HOTEL AND ¥ made 
Pearson, J., dated Aug’10, it was ordered that the Tiny tne up. 
Sharp and Co, New ct, Carey st, agents for Ryland and Co, solici- 
tors for = petitioners 


atrauuene Enew Oommane, 5 Lasremp.—Dy on order made by Fosse. 
J., dated Aug & it was ordered tha’ aig 0 es and Co, 
Badford row, agents for Dusgaan aid. Ei Eniiot, Walsall, solicitors for the peti- 

loners 
[ Gazette, Aug. 18.) 
STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
IN CHANCERY. 
TICGONTREES AND mp ya tH Commons Mrxine Compaxy 

for the continuance o voluntary winding up presented Au Aug 17, ‘ince to to 
be heard bef tine View Wardens at Prince’s Trape. ¢ ae ae Aug 
26 at 10. Hodge and Co, Truro, agents for Gregory, Bish st Within, 
solicitor for the petitioners 


[ Gasetie, Aug. 18.) 
Frrienpty Socretres Dissoivep. 
BROADHEMBURY FRIENDLY SOCIETY, bury, Devon, Aug 12 
Horty Ga DEAN FOREST, aND Socrery, ~-/rcccces adjoining 
Holy Trinity Church, Forest of Dean, Gloucester. Aug 10 
UNION SOCIETY, Ball Inn, Trysull, Stafford. Aug 10 
(Gasette, Aug. 14.1 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Evans, Mary, Liansantfread, Cardigan. Sept 10. Roberts v Edwanis, Chitty, 
J. Robe rts, Aburystwith 
JONBs, hy - Luxmors, Ide, Devon, Gent. Oct 1. Lute vy Jones, Kay, J 
Campion, Exeter 
ay Sai J. Drowning, Barware Rl 4 4 
y 
Wits, Ropsrt Haut, Kirkb Gent. Oocts. a 
vo a Camectank, 
eiitunty, York Gisborough, York. Sept 2. aetete v Get ASS 
un 
8 youn, Portedowa ri. Maida Vale, Solicitor, Octi, Harris v 
a — -h- Kay, J. Chapman, Cat 
Harrison, WILLIAM, Sheftield, Manufacturer. Oct 1. Forsdike v Hargreaves, 
Kay, J. Webster and Styring, Sheffield 
Ww. WILLIAM, Leicester, restr, Gm Oct 19. Jackson ¥ Spo Bettel ent Wert of 


d Bank, Limited, John Belfort 
— ao, i a 
Chitty, J. "Moo Moore, Te 


Tewkesbury 
Hanky, Roselands, Surbiton, Sept Woods vy Kent, Rar. 
baa Barres Queen ~~ " . 


a Se . Grange over Octi. Wake 
felt and Gov Wright, Peareun , Pang at Bn awe 14) 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 VICT. CAP, 35. 
Carriow, J AMBs NBON, 


LAST bay O8 oF ae NM. 
Prior, Nerwi 
in yin phe 
Cattlow 





Bvox, Saunt, Coltishall, Ne Pultioan, Sept Lets 
STEVE? Sutfolk, Glork 
Crna, Francts WiLtIAM, Munster House, Pulham, Gent, sa Cain aad 
SP Re GRR ots a 
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Curtis, JoHN, Lindsey, Lincoln, Poulterer. Sept 29. Hayes and Son, 

Gainsborough 
JOHN EDMUND, Fremington, Devon, Yeoman. Sept 20. Bencraft and 

Bosson, Barnstaple 

Epriy, Ceca Exizasetu, Mount Sion, Tunbridge Wells, Spinster. Sept 10. 
Beal, Sessions House, Clerkenwell 

Fry, FREDERICK, Herrisrd, Southamptom, Farmer. Sept 1. Bayley, Basingstoke 

HALLORAN, JOHN, Harrogate, no occupation. Sept 4. Richardson and Byron, 


Havitand, RosBert, Bath, Retired Foreign Service Messenger. Oct 10. Burne 
and Rooke, Bath 

Hare, Wiidism, Kingsdown, Kent, Farmer. Oct 5. Norton and Son, Town 

x 

Hume, Wrr114M HamitT0N, Seville, Spain, Merchant. Sept7. Chapple and Co, 
Carter lane 

LAWRIE, ANDREW, Chesham pl, Jermyn st. Sept7. Lawrie, Chesham pl 

MARTINE, JANE, Hove, Brighton, Widow. Sept 21. Boxall, Brighton 

MatTTHEWS, GEORGE WILLIAMS BAYLIS, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Sept 
15. Ansell. Birmingham : 

eee. ALEXANDER EDWARD, Bradford, Wilts, Gent. Aug 15. Spackman, 

radfo: 

Perkins, Isaac, Temple Balsall, Warwick, Farmer. Sept 15. Dewes and Brock 

Harris, Nuneaton 
Rev. Witt1am, Newick, Sussex. Oct 10. Longbourne and Stevens, 

Lincoln’s inn fields 

RAWCLIFFE, THoMas, Oswaldtwistle, Lancaster, Farmer. Oct 8. Haworth and 
Broughton, Accrington 

RiprnG, JoHN, Manchester, Furniture Dealer. Sept 30. Mann and Rooke, 


SanDERS, HENRY GEORGE, Coningham rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Collapsible Tube 
Manufacturer. Sept 29. Houghtons and Byfield, Gracechurch st 

SavaGk, CAROLINE Bass, Bath, Widow. Oct10. Burne and Rooke, Bath 

> rion JONATHAN BARNARD, Doncaster, Gent. Oct1. Shackles and Son, 


SmirH, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Halifax. Aug30. Wavell and Co, Halifax 

SaytH, JOHN, Swansea, Board of Trade Surveyor. Sept 15. Crosse and Sons, 
Lancaster pl, Strand 

+ * me St. Budeaux, Devon, Yeoman. Sept 19. Stephens and Co, 

lymou 

SUMNER, FRANcts JaMEs, Glossop, Esq. Oct 10. Ellison, Glossop 

Viz, Naomi, Ramsay. Isle of Man, Spinster. Aug 31. Lee, Manchester 

Waiter, Wir114M, East Farleigh, Kent, Gent. Sept 20. Hinds and Sons, 
Goudhurst. Kent 

Wuu1uMs, Mary, Merthyr Tydfil, Spinster. Oct 7. Jamesand Son, Merthyr 


YakD, GEORGE, Whitelackington, Somerset, Farmer. Sept 1. Paul, Ilminster, 
Somerset 
{ Gazette, Aug. 7.] 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
HEDDEERWICE.—August 13, at 2, Notting-hill-terrace, W., the wife of T. C. H. 
Hedderwick, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
Ss1TH.— August 12, at Rochester, the wife of Frederick F. Smith, solicitor, of a 


son. 
MARRIAGE. 
SaLE—CHESHIRE.—August 12, at Witherley, Leicestershire, Alfred Sale, solici- 
tor, of Atherstone, to Annie Gertrude, daughter of the late James Cheshire, 
of Birmingham. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 
FRIDAY, Aug. 14, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Ashcroft, Ellen, Tarleton, Lancashire, Widow. Liverpool. Pet July 8. Ord 
Augil. Exam Aug 24 at 11.30 at Court House, Government bldgs, Liverpool 
ee, Sees py Canterbury, Grocer. Canterbury. Pet Aug 10. Ord 

ug 10. am til 

Barnett, David, Long lane, West Smithfield, Ironmonger. High Court. Pet 
July 22. Ord Augil. Exam Oct 6 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Bing , Samuel, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. Sheffield. Pet Aug 10. Ord 
Aug 10._ Exam Aug 27 at 11.30 

Birchall, William. Market Drayton, Saddler. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet Aug 10. 
Ord Aug10. Exam Oct 13 at 12.20 

Calvert, Arthur Wood, and William Calvert, Leeds, Lamp Manufacturers, Lecds. 
Pet Aug 12. Ord Augi2. Eram Sept 15 at 11 

Carter, John, Eastbourne, Sussex,Carver. Lewesand Eastbourne. Pet July 25. 
Ord Aug 10. Exam Oct 2 at 11.30 

Cayless, William Letts, Loughborough, Leicestershire, British Sports Outfitter. 
Caen: Pet Aug 10. Ord Aug 10. Exam Aug 24 

Clarke, John Thomas, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Grocer. Newport and Ryde. 
Pet Aug7. Ord Augs. Exam Oct7 at 10 at Townhall, Newport 

James Hadley, Edwin Clarke, and William Dunn, Birmingham, 

Ironfounders. Birmingham. Pet Augiz. Ord Aug 12. Exam Sept 14. 

Cryer, en John, Rugby, Furnituie Dealer. Coventry. Pet Aug 12. Ord 


Sanson: Wear dine Wencnster, Brits Manis heffield. P 
° . Doncaster, c an sturer. Sheffield. Pet Aug 11. 
Ord Aug 11. See ane 5 06 11.20 Tete. 2 “ 
* , Barden, nr Skipton, Yorks, Farmer. Bradford. Pet Aug 10. 
Ord A oe Aug Batiz ° : sf 
ery, Arthur, Houndsditch, Fancy GoodsImporter. High Court. Pet 
Augs. Ord Augi0. Exam Sept 29 at 11.40 at 34, Lincoln’s ion fields 
F: Geor; enry William, St. James’s rd, Croydon, Colonel of Bombay 
- Croydon. Pet Augi0. Ord Augi0, Exam Oct 9 
Fowler, William, Virginia rd, Bethnal Green, Victualler. High Court. Pet Aug 
10. Exam Oct'6 at iat 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Goldstein, Jacob, Kingston upon Hull, Cabinet Maker. Kingston upon_Hull. 
Pet Aug 12. Ord Aug 12. Exam Aug3i at 2at Court House, Townhall, Hull 
Clarendon rd, Notting Hii, Builder. High Court. Pet Aug 10. 
Ord Aug 10. Exam Oct 6 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ia, Batley Carr, nr Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Dyer. Dewsbury. 
Pet Augi2. Ord Ang 12. Exain Sept 29 
Hutchinson, Charles Wesley, Newcastle on Tyne, Mechancal Engineer. New- 
castle on e. Pet Anugit. Ord Augil. Exam Aug 25 
Hutebinson, Mark, Talbot rd, Westbourne park. High Court. Pet Aug 11. 


Ord Aug 12. Exam Oct 6 at 11 at 38, Lincoln's inn fields, 
Isaacs, Bamuel, Southtown, Suffolk, General Dealer. Great Yarmouth. Pet 
Augi. Ord 11. Exam Aug % at 2.30 at Townhall, Great Yarmouth 





Jones, John, Lianfairtalhaiarn, Denbighshire, Farmer. Bangor. Pet Aug 11, 
Ord Aug 12. Exam Saye 14 at 12.30 

Kelly, James, Glossop, ‘byshire, Tailor. Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge 
Pet Aug 11. Ord Augil. Exam Aug 20 

Lanqnee. Thomas, Woolston, Hampshire, Grocer. Southampton. Pet Aug 11, 
Ord Augil. Exam Aug 27 at 12 . 

Litson, John William, Burdett rd, Limehouse, Beerhouse cope, High Court, 
Pet Augii. Ord Augiil. Exam Oct.6 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Lowe, William, Wednesbury, Staffordshire, Sand M t. Walsall, Pet 
Augi2. Ord Augi2. Exam Aug 31 at 12 

Munro. Donald, New London st, Fenchurch st, Biscuit Maker. Hi¢h Court, 
Pet June 5. Ord Aug10. Exam Sept 29 at 11.80 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Nicholls, Henry William, Worcester, Bootmaker. Worcester. Pet Aug 12, 
Ord Aug 12. Exam Aug 26 at 11.30 

Nicholson, Walter, Manchester, Painter. Salford. Pet Aug 12. Ord Aug 12. 
Exam Aug 26 at 11 

Piller, James, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Builder. Exeter. Pet July 31, 
Ord Aug 12. Exam Aug 31 at il ‘ 

Price, Evan, Lansawel, Carmarthenshire, Draper. Carmarthen. Pet Aug 11. 
Ord Aug ii, Exam Aug 25 

Short, William, Hunslet, Leeds, Grocer. Leeds. Pet Aug 11. Ord Aug Il, 
Exam Aug 25 at 11 

Shuffiebotham, Samuel, Stoke on Trent, Tailor. Stoke on Trent and Longton. 
Pet June 24. Ord Augi10. Exam Sept5 

Smith, William Francis, High st, Stoke Newington, Cheesemonger. Edmonton, 
Pet Augil1. Ord Augii. Exam Sept ti ati, Court house, Edmonton 

Spaeight, William. Commerci , Lead Merchant. High Court. Pet July 17, 
Ord Aug 1i. Exam Oct 6 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Thomas. John Trotter, Cheltenham, Colliery Owner. Cheltenham. Pet July 20, 
Ord Aug 10. Exam Oct 2 at 12 

Tolley, Robert, Hyson green, Nottingham, Elastic Web Maker. Nottingham. 
Pet Aug10. Ord Augi0. Exam Oct 20 

Turner, Reuben, Leeds, Mill Furnisher. Leeds. Pet Aug 10. Ord Aug 10; 
Exam Aug 25 at 11 

Walton, James. Thirsk, Yorks, Innkeerer. Northallerton. Pet Aug 11. Ord 
Aug ll. Exam Aug 27 at 11. 30 at Court house, Northallerton 

Watson, John, and Thomas Patterson Heslop, Sunderland, House Agents. Sun- 
derland. Pet July 21. Ord Aug8. Exam Aug 20 

Wegener, Ulrik A, Chesilton rd, Walham green, Foreign Bankers’ Clerk. High 
Court. Pet Aug7. Ord Augil. Exam Oct 6 at 11 at 34. Lincoln’s inn fields 

xford, Auctioneer. Oxford. Pet Aug 11. Ord Aug il. 
Exam Sept 17 at 12 

Whittingham, William, Bradford, Yorks, Upholsterer. Bradford. Pet Aug 10. 
Ord Augil. Exam Oct 13 at 12 

Wilds, Thomas, and William Walton, Middlesborough, Coal Dealers. Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough. Pet Aug 11. Ord Augil, Exam Aug 19 

Wingard. Charles, Keppel st, Russell sq, Mantle Maker. High Court. Pet July 
27. OrdAugi0. Exam Sept 29 at 12at 34, Lincoln’s inn 

Wood, James, Bradford, Yorks, Upholsterer. Bradford. Pet Aug 10. Ord 
Aug 10. Exam Aug 25 at 12 

Wood, William Parkes, Baxtergate, Whitby, General Outfitter. Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough. Pet Augi0. Ord Augi10. Exam Aug 19 at 10.30 

Yates, Thomas, Fairfield, Lancashire, Builder. Ashton under Lyne and Staly- 
bridge (transferred to Manchester). Pet July 28. Ord Aug 12. Exam Sept 
4at 1 at Manchester 

First MEETINGS. 

Amey, Charles, Eastbourne, Theatre Proprietor. Aug 21 at 12.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, Bank chbrs, Bristol 

Antoine, Paul Victor, Golden sq, Hotel Proprietor. Aug 24 at 12. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 

pe = = omas Richard, Canterbury, Grocer. Aug 22 at 11.30 at 3?, Carey st, Line 
coln’s inn ’ 

Bazire, Paul Francois Athanase, Middlesborough, Teacher of Languages. Aug 
21 at11.15. Official Receiver, 8, Albert rd, Middlesboroug' 

Bowerman, William, East Pembroke Dock, Plasterer. Aug 21 at 12. Temper- 
ance Hall. Pembroke Dock 

Browne, John, Jermyn st, Silversmith. Aug 2iat11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu- 
gal st, Lincoln’s ion fields 

Carter, Alfred, Snitterfield, Warwickshire, Coal Dealer. Aug 21 at 11.45. Official 
Receiver, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Cpstee, Ze Eastbourne, Carver. Aug 21 at12. Official Receiver, 39, Bond st, 

righton 

Cayless, William Letts, Loughborough, Leicestershire, Outfitter. Aug 24 at 3. 
Official Receiver, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 

Chandor, J A, Colville rd, Bayswater. Aug 26 at12. 338, Carey st, Lincoln’s int 

Clarke, John Thomas, Ventnor, I.W., Grocer. Aug 21 at 2. Chamber of Com- 
merce, 145, Cheapside 

Cottrill, James, Studley, Warwickshire, Needle Manufacturer. Aug 22 at 11.80, 
Langston and Co, Alcester 

Cozens, Mary Ann, Mill st, Dockhead, Warehousewoman. Aug 26 at 11. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Porti st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Cryer, Edward John, ugby, Furniture Dealer. Aug 26 at 10.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Densioe, George, Bardon, nr Skipton, Yorks, Farmer. Aug 24 at 12. Ship Inn, 
Skipton 

Eadie, William, Marlborough hill, St. John’s Wood, Artist. Aug 24at11. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Emerton, Robert John, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, Painter. Aug 22 at 11.30. 
Ewen and Roberts, 42, the Outer Temple 

Gibson, Kobert Bowe, Newgate st, Commission Agent. Aug 21 at12. 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

Gi'l, George, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer. Aug 24 at 4. Official Receiver, 
Figtree Lane, Sheffield 

Hopekirk, Walter, Leamington, Warwickshire, Publican. Aug 21 at 10.15. Offi- 
cial Receiver, 17. Hertford st, Coventry 

Howard, Geo: Henry, Stratford on Avon, Warwickshire, Watchmaker. Aug 
2iati. Offi Receiver, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Hutchinson, Charles Wesley, Newcastle upon Tyne, Mechanical Engineer. Aug 
25 at 2.30. Official Receiver, County chbrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle on Tyne 

J oly. Henry, Oakengates, Salop, Watchmaker. Aug 21 at 11.15. Oounty Court 

ces, Madeley 

Keeble, Charles, Windsor, Coal Merchant. Aug 24 at 2. Official Receiver, 109, 
Victoria st, Westminster 

Kelly, James, Glossop, Derbyshire, Tailor. Aug 24 at 2. Official Receiver, 
Townhall chb: 8, Ashton under Lyne ~ 

Langman, Thomas, Woolston, Hampshire, Grocer. Aug 25 at 2. Official Re- 
ceiver, 4, East st, Southampton 

Lark, Arthur, Gt Yarmouth, Boot Maker. Aug 21 at 11. H. P. Gould, Official 
Receiver. 8, King st, Norwich 

Manning, George, Exeter, Sewing Machine Dealer. Aug 22 at 11. Bankruptcy 
bdgs, Portugal st 

Martin, James, Pemberton rd, by oe Holloway. Aug 12 at 1'. Bankruptcy 
bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn ticlds 

McGeorge, Mungo, Watling st, Warchouseman. Aug 24 at 11. Bankruptcy 
bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn flelds 

Nicholls, Henry William, Worcester, Boot Manufacturer. Aug 26 ati11. Official 

Catan Atak: and Cary Oates, Medmcntuihe, Zeta, Mertens, sag sieht 
ates, Ann, and Henry » Hee! wike, Yorks, Merchants, 24 at 3. 
Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, Batley gor 
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Patten. Henry, Croftdown rd, Gospel Oak. Aug24at11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


William, Upper Addiscombe bed Croydon, Builder. Aug 21 at 2. Official 
Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westmins 
Seabrooke, Alfred, Charles Wallis, and > Boynett, Westmoreland pl, City 
Manufacturers. Aug 21 at 11 at 33, yee heag fhe st, Lincoln’s 
Scott, James Finlay, Manchester, Anil: erchant. ae 21 at3. Official 
Receiver. Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Mancheste 
Bhorrock, James. a Lancashire, Cabinet Maker. Aug 21 at 3. County 


Court house, B: 

Short, W: ‘s Toons a Grocer. Aug 24 at 12. Official Receiver, St Andrew’s 
“chbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Smith, John Roulston, Chilvers Coton, nr Nuneaton, Warwickshire, Corn Agent. 

0 Bland, Nuneaton 

Spence, George . Guisborough, Yorks, Grocer. Aug 21 at 11. Official Receiver, 
8, Albert ra} Middlesborough 

Stevens, Richard Gold, paverposl, Merchant Tailor. Aug 25at2. Official Re- 
ceiver, 35, Victoria st, Liverp 

emer, gy Ne Sheffield, | builder. Aug 24 at 3. Official Receiver, Fig- 

tree lane, 


Sydenham, Willies tumpbrey, Norland rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Merchant’s Clerk. 
eorene 2 ati1i. 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
mghton, Michael, Bir tal, Yorks, Licensed Victualler. Aug 21 at11. Official 
ieee Bradford 


Tucker, 1 een at aa Monmouthshire, Tailor. Aug 21 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Merthyr Ty: 

Turner, Reuben, Leeds, Mill Furnisher. Aug 24 at 11. Official Receiver, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

Walton, —, at, Yorks, Innkeeper. Aug 24 at 1. Strickland’s Hotel, 


Thirsk Juncti 

Wardingley, Harriott, Sheffield, Provision Dealer. Aug 24 at 2. Official Re- 
ceiver, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Watts, Caleb, Haverfordwest, Road Surveyor. Aug 22 at 11. Castle Hotel, 
Haverfordwest 

Wood, William Parkes, Whitby, Yorks, General Outfitter. Aug 24 at11. Official 

Receiver, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


ADJUDICATI 
Ajeme, Charles Michael, Birmingham, a Birmingham. Pet May 5. 


Beckie, James, Sheffield, Table Knife Grinder. Sheffield. Pet July 24. Ord 


Aug 1 
pet Aug’ Mek Gnome st East, Pembroke Dock, Labourer. Pembroke Dock, 
ug 5. 
Burgess, ry James | Church rd, Wimbledon, Fishmonger. Kingston, Surrey. 
Pet July 10. Ord A: él salt 
“2 “Th ae Ww Colville on Bayswater. High Court. Pet April 23. Ord 


il 
collier, R., Clarges st, Piccadilly, Gentleman. High Court. Pet Feb 10. Ord 
Oogper, Jo ae, Kingston on Hull, Rope Spinner. Kingston on Hull. Pet July 27. 
ere Samuel, Swansea, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Swansea. Pet July 22. Ord 


Bawards, John, Salisbury a, ven Kensington park, Cabinetmaker. High 
Court.’ Pet Aug7. Ord Aug 

Fensom, Henry William, OS = ha Herts, Carpenter. St. Albans, Pet 
July 15. Ord July 31 

4s ~ James Fraser, Orrell, Lancashire, Clerk. Liverpool. Pet July 7. Ord 


Fry. Ph, Rath rd, Hounslow, Tobacconist. High Court. Pet July 15. Ord 


Gregory, Thomas, Aston Clinton, Buckinghamshire, Horse Dealer. Aylesbury. 

arch 23. Ord aus il 

Pa dug Frederick, Liversedge, Yorkshire, Blanket Raiser. Dewsbury. Pet 
July 25. Ord Aug 10 

Levey, George Collins, and Edgar Ray, Sum Victoria st, Exhibition Managers. 
High Court. Pet July 21. Ord Aug 1 

Nobbs, Charles, Bournemouth, ib a Printer. Poole. Pet July 27. Ord 


Aug il 
onl ae By nny emcees Buckinghamshire, Builder. Aylesbury. Pet 

Pp! 
Powel, “George, AL ter, Glass Dealer. Worcester. Pet July 27. Ord 


ug 1 
Preston, John, Reading, Hatter. Reading. Pet July 21. Ord Augs 

Roberts, Seph orah, and John Hugh eeeee, Bangor, Carnarvonshire, Boot 

Makers. ngor. Pet July 25. Ord Aug 
pmton, De yp Fottinghen., Farmer. , + Pet July 29. Ord ay 11 
's, Organ Builder. ane. Pet July 25. Ord A 
Short, William, Hunslet, Leeds. Grocer. Leeds. Pet Aug 11. Orda a 12 
Smith, John, described as Meg oh Smith and Co,, Nottingham, Baker. Not- 
ham. Pet June 2. Ord 
1 eanee on Aha, Cabinetmaker. Kingston on Hull. Pet 


y W 
Jul: . Ord A ous i 
V ictualler. Preston. I et July 18, Ord 


apy John, ter, Li 

Some, Reuben, Leeds, Mill Furnisher. Leeds. Pet Aug 10. Ord Aug 12 
arburton, ~~ jus, Fulshaw, - Wilmslow, Cheshire, Rate Collector. Man- 
chester. Pet J 1, Ord Aug 

Wheeler, Arthur, Oxford, pi Ld Oxford. Pet Augil. Ord Aug 11 

Wigfield, ’ Thomas, Rotherham, Yorkshire, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet July 21. Ord 

Wilds, Thomas, and William Walton, Middleborough. Coal Dealers. Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough. Pet Aug it Ord Au 

Wood, William Parkes, Baxtergate, Whitby, General € Outfitter. Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough. Pet Aug10. Ord Aug 1 





TuEsDAY, August 18, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Albutt, Caleb, Stoke Prior, Worcestershire, Farmer, Worcester. Pet Aug 13. 
Ord Aug 13. Exam Aug 27 at 11,30 
oy a a ‘ie on Tyne, Pawnbroker. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Aug 15. 
xam A 
Armitage, John, Greenheys, Manchester, Grocer. Manchester. Pet Augi4. Ord 
eee eee at, Minas bo: h, Hard Deal 8 
esboroug! ardware er. Stockt 
Middlésborouh, Pet Aug 14. Ord Aug i4, Exam Aug 26 an ee eae 
ell, Robert Walter, hy ~ + Surrey, Nurseryman. Croydon. Pet Aug 
15. Ord Aug 15. Exam O 
Brade, William, Patricrott. ~- , re Carriage Builder. Salford. Pet Aug 
12, Ord A Ly Exam Aug 26 at 11 
Brey. He Henry, Exeter, Builder, Exeter. Pet Aug13. Ord Aug 13, Exam Aug 
Bridgwood, George, Stafford, Butch 8 
mee oes tge Arete ao — tafford. Pet Aug 11. Ord Aug 11. 
Bullock, Geo o- George, Wellington, eng ipallder. Madeley, Pet Aug 12. Ord Aug 13, 
kson, oy East Boldon, Durham, Grease Manufacturer, Sunderland. 
Pet Aug 14, Opd Aug 14, Exam Aug 9 -s 


ot har Gosnest Fostay ridd, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet 
Ord A eat Sept Lat 2 
Dat AWiingsbridge, , Grocer. East Stonehouse. Pet Aug 


Ord Aug 13. ena 
Dormer. Baward, Boundaries rd, Balham, Builder. Wandsworth. Pet July 2. 


Aug 12. Exam 
Evans, Morgan, Stile one organshire, Draper. eee Pet Aug 14 
Ord 15. Exam 
‘arthing, James Hugh, Leeds, Grocer. Leeds. Pet Aug13. Ord Aug13. Exam 
5 ati 


South Hampstead, Hairdresser. High Court 
Pet Aug 13. Ord Aug 13. Exam Oct 6 at 11.30, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
yng ter jun, alsall, Bicycle Agent. Walsall. Pet Augi3. Ord Aug 14. 
Ja’ 
— , Arthur rey + — nae Gentlemen. Brighton. Pet July 18. Ord 
1 xam a 
Holmes, Da ely Street, ,Grocer. Wells. Pet Augi4. Ord Aug 14, 
xam Oct 13 att 12 
ee ate ann ee 
et Aug 12. 1 xam Sep 
Hudson, John, York, Boot | Dealer. York. Pet Augi4. OrdAugi4. ExamSept 
16 at 12, at Guildhall, York 
Huey, George, Poole, Dorset, Builder. Poole. Pet Aug 15. Ord Augi5. Exam 
Aug 26 at 3.30 
Joel, Jacob, Chew Magna, Somerset, Boot Manufacturer’s Foreman. Wells. Pet 
Aug 12. Ord Aug12. Exam Aug 18 at 12 
Johnston, George Gordon, Sema, Wine Merchant. Portsmouth. Pet July 18. 
Ord Aug 12. Exam Aug 
tage. AESSS, Leeds, Cloth Finisher. Leeds. Pet Aug 13. Ord Augi3. Exam 
ept 15atil 
King, Charles Henry, and John Abel, cyan, Grocers. East Stonehouse. Pet 
Aug 6. 4. Aug 15. — 1 > 21 at 12 
a ~t: harles, Leeds, Grocer. Leeds. Pet Augi13. Ord Aug 13. Exam Sept 
ua Gilbert, Wiashacter, Cabinet Maker. Winchester. Pet Aug 13. Pet‘Aug 
13. Exam Oct 21 at 1 
— x ys shepherd p Machomeens Herefordshire, Farmer. Hereford. Pet 
Aug ug 14 
an, John Jobes Edwin, New Bond st, Ph her. High Court. Pet Aug 
Ord Aug 15. Exam Oct 6 at 11.30, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
th, Alfred Halton, Crewe, erchant. Nantwich andCrewe. Pet July 
25. Ord Augi13, Exam Oct 13 at 1, at Nantwich 


Morris, Edward Rowley, Great Tichfield st, Marylebone, Baker. a Gums. 
Pet Aug 13. Ord Aug 13. Exam Oct 6 at 11.30, at 34, Lincoln’s 
Ovender, Geo: Thomas, Canterbury, Carpenter. Canterbury. = , 15. 


Papayaunl &8onG Me Liv 1, Steamship Agents. Liverpool. Pet July 

‘apayanni m, G verpoo e 

28. Ord reg ta 4. Excun Aug 27 atil, at Court house, Government buildings, 
ctoria st 


Perrott, Florence 5 Knowle, Warwickshire, Farmer, Widow. Birmingham. 
Pet July 31. os Au i. RL Sept 10 at 2. 30 
Phipps, vy ty Salesman. Cardiff. Pet Aug 6. Ord Aug 13. 


Exam Oct 

Pickup, Alice, , A Lancashire, Wine Merchant. Blackburn. Pet Aug 
13. Ord Aug 13. Exam Sept 15 at 11.30 

Postlethwaite, A. P., Queen Victoria st, E . High Court. Pet July 2. 
Ord Aug 15. Exam Oct 6 at 11.30, at 34, ’s inn fields 

— tt, ~E: Stockton on vom, Labourer. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 

cough Pet Aug 15. Ord Aug Exam Aug 26 

sic ohn, Anfield, nr Liverpool, % Friendly Socie’ Agent. Sovempest, Pet 
July 31. Ord Aug13. Exam Aug 27 at 11 at Court house, Government bldgs, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Smith, John Hall, West Cowes, Printer. P sated am and Ryde. Pet Augi3, Ord 
Aug 13, Exam Oct 7 at 10 at Townhall, Newport 

Tee James, and John Turley, Tipton, Staffordshire, Ironmasters. Dudley. 

Pet July 30. Ord Augii. Exam Sept 8 at 11 

Walls, John, Alne, nr Eastagweld, ¥< Yorks, Grocer. York. Pet Aug 15. Ord Aug 

15. Exam’ Sept 16 at 11 at Guildhall 


Watling, James, Ry Norfolk, Licensed Victualler. Norwich. Pet 
Aug 14. Ord A Exam Oct 5 at 12.at Shirehall, Norwich Castle 

Williams, David. Tieton Gan Carmarthenshire, Annealer. Carmarthen. Pet Aug 
14. Ord Augi4. Exam Aug 25 


Woods, William Aaron; Aiveliaten, Wilts, Clerk in Holy Orders. Salisbury. Pet 
Aug 13. Ord Aug 15. Exam et 12 at 12 


First MEETINGS. 
Albutt, Caleb, Stoke Prior, Worcestershire, Farmer. Aug 27 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, Worcester 
Allan, Rosina, Newcastle on Tyne, Pavebecies. Aug 29 at 11. Official Receiver, 
County cnbrs, Newcastle on 
Barnard, Daniel, ae Yorks, Hardware Dealer. Aug 27 at 11. 
Official Receiver, Ibert rd — "5: 
Joseph ‘Morling, Portlan 4% , Lower Clapton, Job and Fly 
Master. Aug28at11. 33, Carey st, coln’s in 
Becker, George, Queen’s rd, Brownswood pk, Coummienion Agent. Aug 27 at 11, 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Bingham, —a Sepa, Licensed Victualler. Aug 26 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Figtree lane, She’ 
Bontor, Herbert John, Bedford rd, Chiswick, Salesman. Aug 26 at 11. 28 and 
29, St Swithin’s lane 
Brade, William, Patricroft, nr Manchester, Carriage Builder. Aug 26 at 12. 
Bray, Henry, Exeter, Builder. ‘Ang 27 at11. Castle of Exeter at Exeter 
Chapman, erbert Edward, Southport, sapeaeaee, Clerk ia Holy Orders. Aug 
Clark, Thomas, James Hadley, Edwin Clarke, sp William Dunn, Birmingham, 
lronfounaers. Aug 26 at ui. Official Receiver, 
Grease Manufacturer. Aug 2% at 12. 
w Society’s ea, *. Sohn a a 
Devt, | David ied 
erthy 
Deane Mary Ann, Doncaster, Brick Manufacturer. Aug 2% ati. Official Re- 
lane, Sheftield 
ceiver, 1 18, Frankfort st, P th 
Evans, Charles, Sandwich, Licensed Victualler. Aug 2% at 3.15. Fleur de Lys 
Hotel, Sandwich 
Goldstein, Jacob, Kingston upon, Hull, Cabinet Maker. Aug % at 2 In- 
corporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn Bowilaliey lane, 
ceiver, Bank chbrs, Batley 
wrutverpoat Liverpool, Slater. Aug 27 at 3. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria st, 


County Court ‘house, Encombe pl, Salford 
28at2. Officia 4 Reosiver, Te 
eg oy Edwin, East 
oo Glamorganshire, Grocer. Aug 2 at 2.9). 
cial Receiver, ™ 
palbrid vfine Brea, Kingsbri Pymouh Grocer. Aug 26 at 11, Official Re- 
py Hugh, Leeds, Grocer. Aug 2 at 12. Official Receiver, 22, Park 
Goodall, Oliver, Heckmondwike, Y: ith. Aug 25 at 3. Official Re- 
Hartog, George, Coleman st, Merchant. Aug 2% at 11. 33, Carey st, Linooln's 
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Higeaee, John, jum, Wee Walsall, Staffordshire, Bicycle Agent. Aug 27 at 2.30. 


cial Receiver, 
, Preston, nr Brighton, Schoolmaster. Aug 26 at 12. 
Bankruptcy sag Porta 1 st, Lincoln’ s inn fields 
Bindgom, Sophia, Batley Carr, nr Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Dyer. Aug 26 at3. 
Official Receiver, Bane chmbrs, Batley 


Holland, ur Toone, Worthing, Gent. Aug 26 at 12. Official Receiver, 39, 
Hooper i. , ye Frebe nat, Gi hire, Milk Deal Aug 27 at 12. 
er jamorganshire aler. Au a 
cial ieee “Merthyr > x 4 
Samuel, Soatiews. uffolk, General Dealer. Aug 28 at 1. Lovewell 
Blake, South Quay, Great Yarmouth 


Joel, Jacob, Chew agna, Somerset, Boot Manufacturer’s Foreman. Aug 26 at 
12.30. Official Receiver. Bank chmbrs, Bristol 


J Henry John, Victoria Docks, Builder. Aug 27 at 12. 33, Carey st, 
Tete inn 
Jones, John, Llanfairtalhaiarn, Denbighshire, Farmer. Aug 27 at 3, Mostyn 
‘ares Hotel, Rhyl 
Ifred, Leeds, Cloth Finisher. Aug 27 at 3. Official Receiver, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 
Thomas Charles, St John’s rd, Lewisham, Auctioneer. Aug 25 at 3. 
icial Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 
Lamb, Charles, Leeds, ‘Grocer. ‘Aug 27 at 11. Official Receiver, 22, Park row, 
ig, Gilbert. eaanenater, Cabinet Maker. Aug 26 at 3. Official Receiver, 74, 
gh s st, Wincheste 
Leslie, James, Goldsinith’s row, Hackney, Grocer. Aug 28 at 12. 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Lowe, William, Webneobury, Staffordshire, Sand Merchant. Aug 26 at 11.30. 
cone uf Boceives, >, H Sefton pk, nr Li 1, Build 
rge, an 0. argreaves, Sefton pk, nr Liverpool, ers. 
Aug 2 a at 1.30. Official onciver, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Nicholson, Walter, Manchester, Painter. Aug 26 "at 11.30, County Court house, 
Encombe pl, Salford 


Pickup, Alice, Accrington, Lancashire, Wine Merchant. Aug 26 at 8. Com- 
mercial Hotel, Blackburn rd, Accrington 


Robert Edward, Freetown, Sierra Leone, Architect. Aug 27 at 11. 
Sanbruntey bldgs, Po: st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Evan, Lliansawel, ‘armarthens » Draper. Aug 2 at 2. Official | 


Receiver, 11, paw st, Carmarthen 
, Bowen, and Co, Tokenhouse yard, Contractors. Sept 2 at 12. Bank- 
gruptey bides, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn ww 
illiam Alfred, Wooburn green, anion, Coal Dealer. Sept 2 
at 12. Official Receiver, 18t Aldate’s, Oxfo 
Aug 2 ati1i. 28 and 29, 


‘th, Beaucham: 
Smith, John Hall, West Cowes, Printer. Aug 25 at 11.30. Chamber of Com- 





High st, Ealing, Provisiou Deale: 
Bt Swithive a ee — * 
merce, 7. 


bert, and George Thomson, Liverpool, Steamship Owners. 
Aug 26 at 2.30. Official Receiver. 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Turley, James, and John Turle %: Tipton, Staffordshire, Ironmasters. Aug £8 at 
11.30. Dudley Arms Hotel, Dudley 

Watling, James, Attleborough. Norfolk, Licensed Victualler. Aug 22 at 11. 
Official Receiver, 8, King st, Norwich 

Watson, Jobn, John Bevan Smith, and John Overend Watsen, Bisho sate st, 
Railway Contractors. Aug28at12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


Whittine fields 
ham, William, ~~ pani Upholsterer. Aug 26at11. Official , 
“ie egate ey Bradford » ug cial Receiver 





} 


James, en, Betas, Upholsterer. Aug 25 at 10. Official 


ee Ivegate chmbrs, 8B 


— 
Armitage, John, Greenheys, Manchester, Grocer. Manchester. 
Ord Aug 14 
wy 
Ang 


Pet Aug 14. 


Joseph, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper. Sheffield. Pet July 30. Ord 


Bast Mark, London wall, Tobaccorist. High Court. Pet May 20. Ord | Recent C 


| 
} 


Bitclall, William, Market Drayton, Salop, Saddler. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet 


Aug 10. Ord Aug 


Brade. William, Patricrott, nr Manchester, Carriage Builder. Salford. Pet Aug | 


ni Edy Bel 
Baloo k, G ary Exes Hee ak Bante hel ons Ee dA 
0c! ‘eorge, We nm op, er. adeley. Pet Aug 12. Or 13 
wa _ m, Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Watchmaker. Cardiff. Pet ine 6. 


wo John Thomas, Ventnor. Grocer. Newport and Ryde. Pet Aug7. Ord 


Cockercll. Sohn, Margate. Tea Merchant. Canterbury. Pet July 9. Ord Aug13 

Cottill, James, Studley, Warwickshire, Needle Manufacturer. 7, OT “Pet 
ugé6. Ord 

a esac, Birmingham, Pawnbroker. Birmingham. Pet July 20. Ord 


Fowler, tpl Virginia rd, Bethnal Green, Victualler. High Court. Pet Aug 
Ord Aug 1 
Geng, — Henry, Northampton, Solicitor’s Clerk. Northampton. Pet 


Ord Au 
Goodall, Oliver, _ | Yorks, Jeweller. Dewsbury. Pet Augs, Ord 


onthe, Richard, Willaston, near Nantwich, Coal M f 

Crewe. Pet July 29. Ord Ang 13 ea Seen oe 
Hallows, James, Liverpool. Liverpool. Pet July 17. Ord Aug 14 
Harris, Thomes, Clarendon rd, Notting hill, Builder. High Court. Pet Aug 10. 








wort ug Fypteriok peach Horsham, Upholsterer. Brighton. Pet July 29, 


Pet July 23, Ord Aug 13 
Ft ad 5. My Ang 10 
eer. saveapos Pet J 


Johnston Somge Gordon, Sow Twine Merc t. Potamouth, Che A July 


Lay, Giitert Winchester, Cabinet Maker. Ny! me me Pet Aug 13. Ord Aug 14 
Lumsd te, Gloucester ter, Beckenham, Cowkeeper. Croydon, 


ug a 
Maw, Simon, Crowle, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Sheffield, PetJuly 29. Ord Augi3 
Mingay, 5 a Page yee Cheshire, Coal Merchant. Nantwich and 
we. et 25. 
wef Sarah Jane, Little Waster, nr Harrogate, Grocer. York. PetJuly 10, 


12 
—, Wiliam spemaen, Southampton, Watchmaker. Southampton, Pet July 


Boott, Wii’, A on Tees, pga Stockton on Tees and Middles. 
borou Pet Aug 15. Ord Aug 
Benita, Fohn, Anfiel at Lieto Friendly Society Agent. 


31. Ord Aug 13 

smith, John Hall, West Cowes, Printer. Newport and Ryde. Pet Augi3. Ord 
13 

Biamp, H Henry Richard, St Leonard’s on Sea, Grocer. Hastings. PetjJune 27. 


g 14 
Stroud, Frederick William, Reading, Sadler. Reading. Pet July 21, Ord Aug i 
a = pt Harry Strevens, Ramsgate, Confectioner. Canterbury. Pet July 30 


Topham. Wiliam, Nantwich, Cheshire, Grocer. Nantwichand Crewe. PetJuly 
1 Tr 
Trend, George, Devonport, Devon, Ironmonger. East Stonehouse. Pet July 29. 
ug 1 
ood, Manningham, Bradford, Upholsterer. Bradford. Pet Aug 10. 


Ord "Aug 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Dickinson, Charles, and Peter een Manchester, Master Porters. Man- 
chester. Adjud May 20. Annul Aug 138 
Tetley, "1% Huddersfield, Ironmonger. Huddersfield. Adjud March 6, 
Annul Aug 14 


Hopes Brigh  eeanlnten Msn ttioan. Ryente. Pp 





Liverpool. Pet 
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SCHWEITZER'S COCoAI TINA | EDE AND SON, HE NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT 
Arti-Dy: c ox Checsiats Powe, GAGE COMPANY, taunted. 
pepth Capital sagen, fully subscribed b: y more than 800 
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